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Senate
The Senate met at 10:30 a.m. and was

called to order by the Honorable BEN
NELSON, a Senator from the State of
Nebraska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s
prayer will be offered by our guest
Chaplain, Imam Yusuf Saleem.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain, Imam Yusuf
Saleem, Resident Imam of Masjid Mu-
hammad and National Educational Di-
rector for the Muslim American Soci-
ety, offered the following prayer:

With God’s name, the Merciful Bene-
factor, the Merciful Redeemer. We seek
Your guidance, Your mercy, and Your
forgiveness, that this body of servants
to God and this country will be blessed
with hindsight, insight, and foresight
as only You can provide. Supply this
elected assembly, entrusted by our Na-
tion’s citizens to ultimately trust the
Creator of us all. As defined by hu-
mans, these are delicate times, but
still we know it is Your times. So let
truth, excellence, justice, and service
lead the intellect and souls of our Sen-
ate. Yes, God bless America. Yes, God
has blessed America. Yes, God is still
blessing America, a land of diversity in
every imaginable way. For in the Holy
Qur’an Guidance to humanity, it
states: ‘‘God has honored all of the
children of Adam,’’ and in America’s
Declaration of Independence, ‘‘all men
are created equal.’’ So with resources—
material, spiritual, and mental—we
thank You, God, for engineering the
tradition of this land to witness that
life and liberty must be secured by sub-
mitting our wills to Your plan.

Finally, we see the objective of life
to nourish a world, a nation, a city, a
neighborhood, a home, where the soul
is at peace. The soul is not female or
male, not rich or poor, nor African-
American or Caucasian. As You have
created us, aid us—really help us to
struggle and realize, ‘‘Thy kingdom
come, Thy will be done on Earth as it
is in Heaven,’’ as stated in Your guid-
ance to humans in the Bible.

Help us use all our resources to pre-
serve, maintain, and promote inherent
freedom, not to be denied by the des-
tiny of God until the world, Nation,
city, neighborhood, and home cry out;
one voice, one interest that life is sa-
cred. Amen.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable BEN NELSON led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,

Washington, DC, October 24, 2001.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable BEN NELSON, a Sen-
ator from the State of Nebraska, to perform
the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska thereupon
assumed the Chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

f

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Nevada is rec-
ognized.

f

WELCOMING IMAM YUSUF SALEEM

Mr. REID. Mr. President, before we
move to the bill, I want to take a

minute and express the appreciation of
the entire Senate, especially that of
Majority Leader DASCHLE, for the
groundbreaking prayer today. Imam
Saleem appeared at our weekly prayer
breakfast this morning at 8 o’clock.

Now for the first time in the history
of this country, at least to my knowl-
edge—I have been here awhile—we have
had a Muslim offer our invocation. I
not only was impressed with the con-
tent of the prayer but the manner in
which it was delivered.

We should all feel so good about
today. Dr. Ogilvie, who is present
today, is to be commended for inviting
one of his colleagues to be the guest
Chaplain and allowing him to take his
place. No one can take his place, but
certainly he adequately represented
him; that is for sure.

We are effusive in our praise for Dr.
Ogilvie always but especially today for
his insight into having Imam Saleem,
the Resident Imam of Masjid Muham-
mad and also the National Educational
Director for the Muslim American So-
ciety, with us. We are so grateful that
he is here. We hope he returns and
again blesses us with his prayer.

We have over 6 million of his faith in
America. We have thousands of Mus-
lims in Nevada. I hope some of them
had the pleasure of watching today.
For those who didn’t, I will broadcast
it every chance I get to make sure they
do know he was here today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I know
there are several Senators who wish to
speak. I will quickly yield the floor.

While the Imam is still here, I join
Senator REID in welcoming him to the
Senate Chamber. Of course, I thank Dr.
Ogilvie for making him available as a
visiting Chaplain. It provides an exam-
ple of the nature of the United States
where we do not subscribe to one reli-
gion but have the advantage of many
religions; the fact that our country has
been stronger and better for that, that
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we make the Nation available to all re-
ligions and respect all religions and an
individual’s right to practice the reli-
gion they choose.

We were honored this morning by
having the Imam here at the opening of
our session. He demonstrated to our
Nation that we are a diverse nation, di-
verse in our heritage. We are all either
children or grandchildren or great
grandchildren of immigrants, certainly
in my family, my mother and my wife,
first-generation Americans, speaking
in a different language than English
until they learned English. But we are
also so different in all our religions.
Look across the Senate floor. There are
a number of different religions rep-
resented right here. We have Mormons,
Protestants, Jews, and Catholics. It is
a wonderful example of the diversity of
this Nation. So I was pleased to hear
Senator REID’s comments. I associate
myself with them. I thank the Imam
for opening our session.

Mr. REID. Is the Senator from
Vermont aware that this is the first
time in the history of our country that
a Muslim has offered the invocation for
the Senate?

Mr. LEAHY. I was not aware of that.
I certainly hope it will not be the last.
I hope this will happen often. I also
know that the visiting Chaplain honors
us, but I also hope he knows the Senate
honors him. My wife’s brother is a
Catholic priest. One of his great mo-
ments in his priesthood was when he
opened the Senate session. He re-
minded us of that often. This is some-
thing we should do often, and I applaud
the Chaplain in using his prerogative
to make this opportunity available to
so many others.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I join
with my colleagues in welcoming the
opening prayer this morning and say
how much all of us appreciate this very
important expression and how we value
the message that was given to all of us
today. I thank our leadership for giving
us the opportunity to listen to this
voice of peace and restraint and wis-
dom. I am personally very grateful to
the guest Chaplain for his presen-
tation.

f

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

f

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senate
will resume consideration, under the
direction of Chairman LEAHY and
Ranking Member MCCONNELL, of the
Foreign Operations Appropriations
Act. Rollcall votes on amendments to
this bill are expected as the Senate
works to complete action on this bill
today. Hopefully by this afternoon
sometime we can complete this most
important piece of legislation.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, what is
the parliamentary situation?

f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2002

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate is prepared to lay
down the bill. Under the previous
order, the Senate will now resume con-
sideration of H.R. 2506, which the clerk
will report.

The senior assistant bill clerk read as
follows:

A bill (H.R. 2506) making appropriations
for foreign operations, export financing, and
related programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other purposes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Minnesota is
recognized.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank both Senator LEAHY and Senator
MCCONNELL for their work. I will have
a number of amendments. Senator
KENNEDY wants to speak briefly, and I
ask my colleague from Illinois whether
he also wants to speak.

Mr. DURBIN. Not at this point.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that I follow
Senator KENNEDY and be able to lay
down the first amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The Senator from Massachusetts is
recognized.

f

THE ECONOMIC STIMULUS
PACKAGE

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, since
September 11, the courageous acts of
countless Americans have set a new
standard for the Nation. As the whole
world watched the horror on television,
it also witnessed what is best in our
country and our character. As build-
ings collapsed, the American spirit
soared.

The indelible images of the first days
will live on in all the days of our his-
tory. Firefighters and police risked
their lives and gave their lives to save
others, and hundreds of rescuers paid
the ultimate price. The brave pas-
sengers of flight 93 fought and defied
the terrorists, and in the face of their
own inevitable death, they prevented
the killing of so many others.

Construction and health workers
went into the shadow of constant dan-
ger to search for the missing and help
the survivors. The mayor of New York
City went everywhere sustaining the
city. New Yorkers lined up for blocks
to give blood, and so did thousands
more across the country. Hundreds of
millions of dollars poured in for the
families of the victims, as valiantly,
tearfully, and quietly they said good-
bye to a mother, father, son, daughter,
or friend in funeral after funeral.

And through it all Americans have
begun to think deeply about our coun-

try again. We have a new sense of the
precious nature of our freedom which,
in the years after the cold war, we have
increasingly taken for granted. We
have learned anew to prize the experi-
ment called America—a nation based
not on sameness, but on diversity—a
nation of different races, backgrounds,
and faiths, defined not by an accident
of geography or history, but by the
high aspirations for a better life and
greater opportunity that brought so
many millions to these shores from
every continent and country on the
Earth.

Now, we have seen, perhaps more
clearly than ever before in our lives,
how we are all in this together—how, if
even one of us is hurting all of us hurt.
Our first thoughts on September 11
were about others, not ourselves.

That spirit must now live on. It is
the new standard by which we must
measure everything we do.

Today, brave young Americans are
on the front lines of the fight for free-
dom from fear. Here at home, we must
stand together to face and defeat the
terrorists who would poison our people,
panic our society, and paralyze our de-
mocracy. An essential point of pro-
tecting our homefront is protecting our
economy—because the state of our
Union cannot be strong, if the state of
our economy is weak.

We need to speak honestly and di-
rectly about the choices we face—and
we need to do so in the same spirit
which has rallied Americans sine Sep-
tember 11. The standard is clear—to
seek what is right for our country, and
not just for ourselves; not to strive for
private advantage in a time of national
need. And that standard should be bi-
partisan—not the false bipartisanship
of merely going along, but true biparti-
sanship, which is a two-way street,
where we genuinely seek and respect-
fully debate what course is best for our
economy, for rebuilding and restoring,
and especially for all those who have
been hurt in the downturn. As Presi-
dent Bush eloquently said when he
spoke to the Congress. ‘‘We will come
together to strengthen America’s econ-
omy, and put our people back to
work.’’ Now all of us, in both parties,
in both Congress and the administra-
tion, must live up to that all important
responsibility.

Fundamentally, this, too, is a ques-
tion of national security. For a strong
economy is the basis of a strong Na-
tion. It assures opportunity for all. It
is the foundation of a decent and free
society at home, without which we
cannot fight for decent and free soci-
eties abroad.

Before September 11, the Nation’s
economy was already weakening. The
unemployment rate had been climbing
for months. Relatively few new jobs
were being created. Companies were
announcing successive rounds of lay-
offs. Business investment was being
drastically reduced, and profits were
rapidly falling.
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Many economists believed we were in

a recession, or that a recession was in-
evitable. And then came September 11,
which was an attack not just on our
cities and citizens, but on the entire
American economy. No one can truly
weigh the loss of life. But the loss of
property amounts to tens of billions of
dollars. We can redress that, and we
will. But the loss and the risk went far
beyond Ground Zero—in New York or
at the Pentagon.

Americans stopped flying and
stopped buying. Corporations put in-
vestment decisions on hold. Hundreds
of thousands lost their jobs in compa-
nies across the economy, from airlines
and hotels, to restaurants, retailers,
and manufacturers of high-technology
equipment.

Never before has it been so clear how
inter-connected our society is. Two
buildings go down tragically in New
York City, and the entire economy suf-
fers across the land. Economic models
do not account for this. The most im-
portant of all our resources, our na-
tional confidence, has been more dam-
aged than anyone initially realized.

It is crucial to recognize that once
underway, a recession has no clear bot-
tom. Unless we respond, it can spiral
downward out of control, raising unem-
ployment to higher and higher levels,
and sharply reducing the flow of reve-
nues for both government and business.

Consider this: Americans on average
were saving very little of their income
before September 11. If they now in-
crease their savings by only 1 percent
because they are afraid to spend, they
will withdraw more than $100 billion
from the economy. It is not enough
just to tell people to go out and spend
and live normal lives. This is an ex-
traordinary time—and we cannot talk
the economy out of recession. Congress
must act.

This week, as the Senate and the
House continue the very important de-
bate on what must be done to revive
our economy, there is at least one
overriding principle on which Repub-
licans and Democrats both agree: Ur-
gent action is required.

We all know that cutting interest
rates is the first line of defense in a
downturn. But we also know that in
this time of clear and present danger,
lower interest rates alone cannot re-
verse the decline in confidence, con-
sumer spending, and business invest-
ment. Consumers and companies will
not buy more and invest more in a
time of great uncertainty simply be-
cause borrowing costs are lower.

We need a direct and sizable injection
of resources by government to stimu-
late the economy.

But if we do this in the wrong way, a
stimulus package could actually harm
the economy. Some would rely almost
exclusively on permanent tax cuts that
will do little or nothing to promote
growth when we need it most—which is
right now. Their proposals are neither
fair nor will they work. They do not
measure up to the new and honest

standard of this time. A true stimulus
package cannot be a disguise for spe-
cial interests.

Nor can it run the risk of imposing
large new long-term deficits on the
Federal budget. Permanent new tax
cuts—on top of nearly $2 trillion in tax
cuts enacted earlier this year—would
actually hurt the economy by increas-
ing the cost of long-term borrowing.
Such cuts would deter the kind of busi-
ness investments we need most.

Instead, a true economic stimulus
program for our time must meet three
criteria:

First, it must have an immediate im-
pact on the economy. Every dollar of
the stimulus package must be spent in
the economy as soon as possible. The
best way to accomplish this goal is to
target the dollars to the low- and mod-
erate-income families who are most
certain to spend, rather than save it.
When it is spent, its impact will be
multiplied as it flows from consumers
to business and back to workers. In
fact, every dollar given to unemployed
workers in unemployment insurance
payments expands the economy by
$2.15.

Second, all the tax cuts and spending
provisions in the plan must be tem-
porary. They must focus on the imme-
diate need to generate economic activ-
ity. They must not impose substantial
new long-term costs on the Federal
budget.

Third, the package must be fair and
compassionate. It must focus on those
who need and deserve the help, who are
suffering the most in these difficult
days. It must reflect the renewed spirit
of taking care of each other. Let us
here in Congress set a standard for our
work equal to that set by so many
after September 11. Leave no American
behind—no victim of the terrorist at-
tack, and no victim of its economic
aftershocks.

The House Republicans have pro-
posed a stimulus package that fails all
three of these criteria. Sadly, this
House Ways and Means Committee pro-
posal does not rise to the higher stand-
ard required in this time of national
crisis. It fails the economy. It merely
repackages old, partisan, unfair, per-
manent tax breaks, which were re-
jected by Congress last spring, under
the new label of economic stimulus.
The American people deserve better.

The long-term cost of the House plan
is much too high. More than half of the
dollars would not even reach the econ-
omy for more than a year. The stim-
ulus is needed now—not in 2003, 2004, or
later. The House package spends $46
billion on permanent new tax breaks
for multinational corporations and
large businesses. It gives many large
businesses a $25 billion windfall, not
only by permanently repealing the cor-
porate minimum tax, but also by re-
funding the minimum taxes already
paid by them over the past 15 years. It
also permanently reduces the tax on
capital gains. It provides $60 billion in
permanent new tax cuts for upper in-

come taxpayers—only a small percent-
age of which would even go into the
economy in the next year.

The wealthy individuals and big busi-
nesses that would receive these tax
breaks will not spend most of the wind-
fall. They will save it. Corporations
will not invest more unless business
itself improves. We cannot afford to
waste valuable Federal dollars in ways
that will not have a full and immediate
impact on economic growth.

The House package also runs a grave
risk of frightening financial markets
and driving long-term interest rates
up, because investors will expect future
federal deficits to rise as a result of ad-
ditional, permanent and unaffordable
tax cuts. Already, mortgage rates have
stayed stubbornly high in response to
the tax bill passed earlier this year.

The House proposal is plainly unfair.
In contrast to more than $115 billion in
permanent new tax cuts for wealthy in-
dividuals and corporations, it provides
less than $14 billion in tax cuts for
lower and moderate-income families.
While the tax cuts for these corpora-
tions and wealthy individuals are per-
manent, the cuts for working families
are limited to just one year.

After passing nearly $2 trillion in tax
cuts heavily slanted to the richest tax-
payers 4 months ago, it is wrong to
give the wealthy still more tax breaks
when there is a better, more effective
way to move the economy. It makes no
sense to offer indiscriminate long-term
tax breaks, when what is needed are re-
alistic incentives to invest now. And, if
this Congress chooses to violate that
basic stimulus principle, it would be
grossly irresponsible and grossly unfair
not to include the fair increase in the
minimum wage that has been delayed
for too long already.

The new standard set by September
11 calls for a new course of action—one
that places national need above per-
sonal interests, one that will truly
stimulate our economy. We need a Gov-
ernment stimulus package of $71 bil-
lion, a package of targeted and effec-
tive support for middle and lower in-
come working families that would be
immediate, temporary, and fair, and
that should include the following es-
sential steps:

We must immediately extend unem-
ployment insurance coverage an addi-
tional 13 weeks. The unemployed are
on the front line of the economic bat-
tle, and they will spend their money
immediately.

We must also extend unemployment
insurance coverage to part-time and
low-wage workers, who often do not
qualify for any benefits at all, and who
can least afford to lose their wages.

We must raise unemployment bene-
fits by 15 percent for all workers. An
average payment of $230 a week is not
enough.

We must add $2 billion to job training
programs to help workers prepare for
and find new jobs.
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These changes will cost $18 billion,

but an economy returning to pros-
perity will more than repay the ex-
pense.

We must protect health insurance for
working families by having the Federal
Government cover 75 percent of the
cost of insurance premiums for 12
months after a worker loses a job. We
must also support coverage for workers
who do not qualify for such a plan. We
know that when workers lose their
jobs, they lose their health insurance,
too.

This program would provide an addi-
tional $17 billion of stimulus that will
help keep the health care sector strong
while keeping our workers healthy.

These elements—unemployment in-
surance, job training and health cov-
erage for workers between jobs—are es-
sential to any economic stimulus plan,
which is why Senator BAUCUS and I
have come together to propose these
key changes to help workers get their
feet back on the ground.

In addition to the Baucus proposal,
an economic stimulus plan must add $5
billion to help our communities: $2 bil-
lion to food stamps and WIC, $1 billion
to heating assistance for families, and
additional funds for expanded commu-
nity service and opportunities for vol-
untarism.

We must also invest more now in the
public works that will expand employ-
ment and stimulate the economy. As
we make public buildings, airports, and
our water supply more secure, we must
also build and modernize schools, rail
lines, and infrastructure. I propose a
new, $10 billion investment for these
vital national purposes: $3 billion for
highways and bridges; $3 billion for
drinking water and wastewater treat-
ment systems; $3 billion for school
safety and construction; and $1 billion
for our railways and mass transit sys-
tems.

In addition, it will not do much good
to spend more at the Federal level if
there are significant cutbacks at the
State and local level. We do not want
State and local governments, most of
which have annual balanced budget re-
quirements, to be forced to either raise
taxes or cut essential services. Any
such steps would be counterproductive
at this critical time.

We are seeing State cuts in Medicaid,
child care, job training, education, and
transportation. Tennessee officials
have proposed cuts that could cause
180,000 people to lose health insurance.
Florida is debating a reduction in cov-
erage for its medically needy popu-
lation under Medicaid. Mississippi,
Ohio, and South Carolina have already
cut spending across the board. Other
States are convening special sessions of
their legislatures to address the crisis
in their State budgets.

All this is hurting the very people
who need help the most today—work-
ing families, single parents, poor chil-
dren. And such cutbacks will clearly
undermine the effects of any stimulus
package.

The answer is for the Federal Gov-
ernment to provide an additional $7 bil-
lion in the stimulus package to help
the States to continue their existing
human services programs. The most
timely and effective way to accomplish
this goal is to temporarily increase the
Federal contribution to programs
where there is already a State-Federal
partnership. The largest of these is
Medicaid. In a recession, the number of
families eligible for Medicaid increases
substantially. In fact, some estimate
that if unemployment rises 2 percent,
the number of Medicaid recipients
could increase by 2.5 million, dramati-
cally increasing State costs.

We should temporarily enhance the
Federal matching rate for Medicaid by
2 percentage points for States that
agree to maintain their current eligi-
bility standards and benefits. This
would serve as an incentive for those
States.

We should also help States tempo-
rarily by increasing the Federal Social
Services Block Grant Program, which
is used by States to pay for a variety of
services to low-income families. It is
important that State governments not
be forced to curtail assistance when it
is needed most—and, once again, these
are dollars that will also go directly
and quickly into the economy.

This spending will lift the economy
in the short term; and strengthen it for
the long-term.

A stimulus package must also in-
clude the right kind of temporary tax
cuts that actually increase spending
and growth. Seventy percent of Ameri-
cans pay more in payroll taxes than in
income taxes. Yet many of them re-
ceived no tax rebate earlier this year.
The rebate unfairly ignored these low-
and moderate-income families. A one-
time rebate of payroll taxes would im-
mediately inject $15 billion into the
economy, placing the dollars into the
hands of people who will spend it im-
mediately.

I do not see how anyone can defend
permanent tax cuts over the next 10
years that primarily benefit the
wealthy who will save most of the
money, when that same money can and
should be used to cut taxes now for
middle- and lower-income families who
will spend the gains immediately.

In the days and weeks ahead, there
will be debates and compromises. But
surely we can fashion a comprehensive
stimulus package that meets America’s
new high standard—injects needed
funds into the faltering American econ-
omy as quickly as possible—and that is
fair and just.

In this case, fairness is also the deep-
est practical wisdom—the way to get
the economy back on its feet as soon as
possible and without jeopardizing the
foundations of our future prosperity.

It would be wrong in principle and
wrong economically to pass a false
stimulus package of unfair tax cuts
that would go largely unspent, giving
the largest benefits to the few, with
limited benefits to consumption and

production, and long-term damage to
fiscal and monetary stability. After
September 11, we cannot afford busi-
nesses as usual, or the clever politics of
repackaging previous goals as if they
were a real response to the need for na-
tional renewal.

We need a real response and real re-
sults—now. But this stimuls is only a
first step in a new and greater
project—for our economy and our soci-
ety.

Let us be frank. For a long time now,
our first thoughts have too often been
about ourselves, not others. In the
process, we have neglected the future
and some of our best ideals. It is time
to change that, too.

Our wartime leaders have always un-
derstood that we cannot ask people to
sacrifice and to fight abroad if we fail
to fight for a more decent and more
just society here at home.

Our leaders have always understood
that the war front and the home front
are really the same front. Never has
this been more true than in this new
kind of war against terrorism, fought
both thousands of miles from our
shores and in our own airports, our own
mailrooms, and potentially in any
American community.

In the late 1950s Dwight Eisenhower
saw the relationship between our na-
tional security and education when he
created the National Defense Act. He
had the vision to invest in both—
through support of local public schools,
improvements in math, science and
technical education as well as loans so
that more people could go to college.
President Eisenhower would have met
the September 11 standard.

As he led the Nation through World
War II, Franklin Roosevelt fought to
make the home front stronger, too. He
demanded progressive income taxes,
defended unions, opposed discrimina-
tion, and created new partnerships
with business. He would have met the
September 11 standard.

Beyond the stimulus package, how
can we meet that standard now?

America would not be the America it
is today if our nation and our people
had not dared again and again to reach
higher across our history. Once more
today, a new economy demands a new
era of public purpose and progress.

The first priority is education. The
information age requires an ever-more
sophisticated work force. I commend
President Bush for the new and effec-
tive attention he has given to higher
standards in our schools. Now, we must
get this bill. And this bill is only the
beginning of our effort, not the end. We
must do more and invest more to im-
prove education and to secure for every
person the chance to go as far as their
talents can take them. Maximum op-
portunity for each is the only path to
maximum prosperity for all, and max-
imum strength for America.

The next priority is health care. Be-
fore September 11, we needed a Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights to guarantee that
medical decisions will be made by doc-
tors, not accountants, and that people
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will have access to the best treat-
ments, not just the cheapest. Ter-
rorism is no excuse for delay. We need
a Patients’ Bill of Rights just as much
today as we did before September 11. I
urge the Congress to pass it now, and
the President to sign it. And I urge the
President and Members of Congress to
keep the promise we all have made to
guarantee all our seniors access to af-
fordable prescription drugs. They need
that help now, just as much as they did
before.

There is something we need now even
more than we did then: We must
strengthen our fragile public health in-
frastructure to deal with the clear and
present dangers of chemical and bio-
logical attack. On Capitol Hill, we
know the threat first hand; we must
defeat it, and we will.

Today, Senators and Members of
Congress have the best of the Nation’s
health care at our disposal. Imagine
the millions who do not. Many Ameri-
cans do not even know where to go to
find a doctor’s help immediately. We
need an emergency health care system
sufficient beyond doubt to meet the
dangers we may face—not just tomor-
row, but over the next decade.

The bioterrorist threat should re-
mind us of an ideal too long denied in
this country: Health care is a funda-
mental right, not just when a terrorist
attacks, but when cancer or diabetes or
any other disease strikes. We have
made progress; we must keep moving
forward; we must get there.

Finally, the new economy has pro-
duced vast new wealth and opportuni-
ties, and reduced poverty by 25 percent
since 1993. But millions are still left be-
hind, and working families have not
gained their fair share of this new na-
tional wealth. So when prosperity re-
turns, we must ensure that we can all
advance together. We must open new
doors for every American. We must
help 21st century mothers and fathers
cope with the stresses of choosing be-
tween the jobs they need and the chil-
dren they love. We must make the
workplace more flexible, so that work-
ers cannot only provide for their fami-
lies, but also care for them. We must
also provide a more decent living to
the Nation’s caregivers, to teachers,
nurses, and child care workers, who
give so much, yet earn so little. We
must make sure the new economy
works for all Americans.

Some say we cannot fight for a safer
society and a more just society at the
same time. I say, we weaken ourselves
abroad if we do not strengthen our-
selves at home. We cannot defend de-
mocracy abroad unless we extend de-
mocracy at home. In America and Brit-
ain, World War II was accompanied and
followed by a period of great reform
and historic transformation in society.
Now, in this time of crisis, we cannot
settle for anything else.

The spirit of September 11 points the
way. In that spirit, we must continue
to care about each other, and fulfill the
promise and opportunity of America
for all our people.

This spirit of September 11 has com-
pelled so many of our citizens to do
more for our country, our communities
and our fellow Americans. This time
calls for active citizenship, whether by
children getting involved in service
learning programs at school or senior
citizens signing up for the Retired Sen-
ior Volunteer Program. This Saturday
is Make A Difference Day, sponsored by
America’s Promise and the Points of
Light Foundation. All Americans
should use this occasion to find new
ways to make their own contribution.

We are one American community.
September 11 proved that. Active citi-
zenship will nourish that spirit and
sustain us in the challenges ahead. So
we must reject any attempt to misuse
the terrorist threat as an excuse to
deny or delay our obligations to teach
our children well, to treat the sick,
help the needy, and make the new
economy a new foundation for a
stronger family life and a higher stand-
ard of life for all our families.

We have heard such excuses for inac-
tion in the past. We will hear them
again in this crisis, that the war on
terrorism will deplete our resources
and delay our commitment to ‘‘a more
perfect union.’’ Always in the past,
there were doubters in America. But
always we kept faith with America’s
ideals, and came together to fight the
hardest battles and respond to the
greatest social needs. We mobilized our
government and our whole Nation,
wisely and well, to defeat our enemies
and meet the demands of our best
ideals.

It has never been more critical to do
so than it is today.

Let us start with a stimulus package
that truly lifts our economy. And then
let us finish the great work we are in—
which is not just to win a war, but to
build a future of ‘‘liberty and justice
for all.’’

So my message now is fundamental.
We need not and we must not sacrifice
the home front to the war front. they
are one and the same. We are all in this
together, as we always have been
throughout our great history.

If we meet the new standard of Sep-
tember 11, no one will stand in our
way, and many more will join us. And
the heroes of that day will have left an
undying legacy—a proud new chapter
in annals of America’s greatness.

Let us pledge our energies to this
cause. Let us show, that as the battle
goes on for a world free from fear, the
work goes on to move America for-
ward.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-

SON of Florida). Under the previous
order, the Senator from Minnesota is
recognized.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
honestly and sincerely say it is one of
the best speeches I have heard on the
floor of the Senate in the 11 years I
have been here. It is very connected to
values I hold dear. I think what Sen-
ator KENNEDY just said, especially if it

gets translated into our doing the work
and passing this legislation, is so im-
portant. These times call on all of us to
be our own best selves. I believe that is
what the Senator’s speech has called
for us to do here, and for all Ameri-
cans, we need each other as never be-
fore. We need each other as never be-
fore in relation to the physical security
challenges, in relation to the uncer-
tainty of the world, and we need each
other as never before in terms of how
we help one another to be strong in our
own Nation.

I thank the Senator from Massachu-
setts for a marvelous speech.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. WELLSTONE. I yield.
Mr. REID. I agree with the Senator.

It is one of the finest speeches I have
heard on the Senate floor. It covers
areas that needed to be covered. It was
an elaborate speech, very substantive. I
agree with the Senator from Min-
nesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, we
have to make sure it translates into
getting work done.

f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS EXPORT FI-
NANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2002—Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 1922

Mr. WELLSTONE. I send an amend-
ment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.

WELLSTONE], for himself and Mrs. BOXER,
proposes an amendment numbered 1922.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:
(1) Afghanistan’s neighbors should reopen

their borders to allow for the safe passage of
refugees, and the international community
must be prepared to contribute to the eco-
nomic costs incurred by the flight of des-
perate Afghan civilians;

(2) as the United States engages in mili-
tary action in Afghanistan, it must work to
deliver assistance, particularly through
overland truck convoys, and safe humani-
tarian access to affected populations, in
partnership with humanitarian agencies in
quantities sufficient to alleviate a large
scale humanitarian catastrophe; and

(3) the United States should contribute to
efforts by the international community to
provide long-term, sustainable reconstruc-
tion and development assistance for the peo-
ple of Afghanistan, including efforts to pro-
tect the basic human rights of women and
children.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank both my colleagues. I think
there may be support for this amend-
ment. I think there should be. I will
not take a lot of time. Let me explain
why I think it is so important the Sen-
ate go on record.

I will not spend a lot of time on sta-
tistics. There are 7.5 million people in-
side Afghanistan who are threatened
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by famine or severe hunger as cold
weather approaches. President Bush
has made it crystal clear that our mili-
tary action is not against ordinary Af-
ghans; it is against terrorists and their
supporters. Ordinary Afghans are
among the poorest and most belea-
guered people on the planet. They were
our allies during the cold war.

By the way, this amendment I send
to the desk with Senator BOXER, as
well.

Yet right now, on present course,
time is not neutral and time is not on
our side, and, more importantly, time
is not on the side of ordinary Afghans.
There will be at least another 100,000
children who will starve to death. The
winter months are approaching.

Even before the world focused on it
as a sanctuary for Osama bin Laden
and other terrorists, Afghanistan was
on the brink of a humanitarian catas-
trophe, the site of the greatest crisis in
hunger and refugee displacement in the
world. Now the worsening situation on
the ground is almost unimaginable.
After four years of relentless drought,
the worst in three decades, and the
total failure of the Taliban government
in administering the country, four mil-
lion people have abandoned their
homes in search of food in Pakistan,
Iran, Tajikistan and elsewhere, while
those left behind eat meals of locusts
and animal fodder.

Mr. President, 7.5 million people in-
side the country are threatened by
famine or severe hunger as cold weath-
er approaches, according to the United
Nations.

As President Bush made clear, we are
waging a campaign against terrorists,
not ordinary Afghans, who are some of
the poorest and most beleaguered peo-
ple on the planet and were our allies
during the cold war.

Yet, the current military air strikes
and the disintegration of security is
worsening the humanitarian situation
on the ground.

Aid organizations are increasingly
concerned about their ability to deliver
aid to Afghanistan while the United
States continues its bombing cam-
paign. Several aid organizations have
been accidentally bombed by the U.S.
in the last week. In addition to these
accidental bombings, law and order are
breaking down inside Afghanistan. Re-
ports indicate that thieves have broken
into several aid organization offices,
beat up the Afghan staff and stolen ve-
hicles, spare parts, and other equip-
ment.

Warehouses of the International Red
Cross in Kabul were bombed yesterday.
The ICRC says that the warehouses
were clearly marked white with a large
red cross visible from the air. One
worker was wounded and is now in sta-
ble condition. One warehouse suffered a
direct hit, which destroyed tarpaulins,
plastic sheeting, and blankets, while
another containing food caught on fire
and was partially destroyed. The Pen-
tagon claimed responsibility for the
bombing later in the day, adding that

they ‘‘regret any innocent casualties,’’
and that the ICRC warehouses were
part of a series of warehouses that the
United States believed were used to
store military equipment. ‘‘There are
huge needs for the civilian population,
and definitely it will hamper our oper-
ations,’’ Robert Monin, head of the
International Red Cross’ Afghanistan
delegation, said in Islamabad, Paki-
stan.

Another missile struck near a World
Food Program warehouse in Afsotar,
wounding one laborer. The missile
struck as trucks were being loaded for
an Oxfam convoy to the Hazarajat re-
gion, where winter will begin closing
off the passes in the next two weeks.
Loading was suspended and the ware-
house remains closed today.

Last week, four U.N. workers for a
demining operation were accidentally
killed when a bomb struck their office
in Kabul.

In response to the dangers threat-
ening humanitarian operations, the
Oxfam America president said, ‘‘It is
now evident that we cannot, in reason-
able safety, get food to hungry Afghan
people. We’ve reached the point where
it is simply unrealistic for us to do our
job in Afghanistan. We’ve run out of
food, the borders are closed, we can’t
reach our staff, and time’s running
out.’’

The World Food Program was feeding
3.8 million people a day in Afghanistan
even before the bombing campaign
began. These included 900,000 internally
displaced people at camps. Although
the U.S. military has dropped thou-
sands of ready to eat meals, everyone
agrees that only truck convoys can
move sufficient food into Afghanistan
before winter. As of last Friday, there
were only two convoys confirmed to
have gotten through. WFP announced
that two more convoys since the bomb-
ing campaign started were nearing
Kabul.

Complications and delays in deliv-
ering emergency food supplies to Af-
ghanistan could cause rising death
rates from starvation and illness as
winter sets in. Many of the high moun-
tain passes will be closed by mid-No-
vember due to 20–30 foot snows.

Aid agencies are falling behind in
their efforts to deliver enough emer-
gency relief to Afghans to avoid a large
loss of life this winter. UNICEF esti-
mates that, in addition to the total of
300,000 Afghan children who die of ‘‘pre-
ventable causes’’ each year, 100,000
more children might die this winter
from hunger and disease.

The main reasons for this shortfall in
aid are related to security concerns.
Aid agencies have withdrawn their
international staff, and local staff have
attempted to continue the aid pro-
grams but have been subjected to in-
timidation, theft, and harassment. As
the United States continues to pound
Taliban targets, law and order in some
cities is reportedly also breaking down.
Truck drivers are unwilling to deliver
supplies to some areas for fear of being

bombed by the United States, or being
attacked by one faction or another.
Taliban supporters have obstructed aid
deliveries on some occasions.

Despite these nightmares, shipment
of food and non-food emergency items
arrive in Afghanistan daily—but the
total shipped is only about one-half of
what is needed. The situation is par-
ticularly urgent as some of the poorest
and most needy areas will be cut-off
from overland routes by mid-Novem-
ber. An estimated 600,000 people in the
central highlands are dependent upon
international food aid, and little is on
hand for them now.

The food shortfall in Afghanistan
may result in an increased flow of refu-
gees to the borders. A flood of refugees
to the border would present a different
but also challenging set of problems.
Clearly, as everyone has said, it is bet-
ter for them to remain at home than
flee to neighboring countries out of
hunger.

There is no easy solution to this hu-
manitarian crisis. It is complex and re-
quires the international community to
take urgent and imaginative action to
boost the flow of food inside. The
United States should take the lead in
helping to devise aggressive and imagi-
native ways to expand the delivery of
food. These could include the creation
of humanitarian corridors, the use of
existing commercial trading companies
and air deliveries to airports that have
not yet been bombed.

The establishment of humanitarian
ground and air corridors should be con-
sidered for the secure transportation
and distribution of emergency aid. The
Administration should push to have
some roads or air routes in areas of
limited conflict be designated as pro-
tected humanitarian routes. Such pos-
sible ground and air corridors include
Northern Alliance held territory along
the border of Tajikstan, and Northern
Alliance airfields which have not been
bombed. These airfields could be used
for a Berlin style airlift to get massive
amounts of aid into the country quick-
ly.

The United Nations High Commis-
sioner for Refugees estimates that 1.5
million additional Afghans could seek
to flee the country in coming months
due to the ongoing military conflict.

All six countries neighboring Afghan-
istan have closed their borders to refu-
gees both on security grounds and cit-
ing an inability to economically pro-
vide for more refugees. Thousands have
been trapped at borders with no food,
shelter, water or medical care.

I am introducing a resolution today
which addresses this crisis. The text of
the resolution states the following:

Afghanistan’s neighbors should re-
open their borders to allow for the safe
passage of refugees, and the inter-
national community must be prepared
to contribute to the economic costs in-
curred by the flight of desperate Af-
ghan civilians;

As the United States engages in mili-
tary action in Afghanistan, it must

VerDate 13-OCT-2001 00:47 Oct 25, 2001 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G24OC6.009 pfrm02 PsN: S24PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S10913October 24, 2001
work to deliver assistance, particularly
through overland truck convoys, and
safe humanitarian access to affected
populations, in partnership with hu-
manitarian agencies in quantities suf-
ficient to alleviate a large scale hu-
manitarian catastrophe;

The United States should contribute
to efforts by the international commu-
nity to provide long-term, sustainable
reconstruction and development assist-
ance for the people of Afghanistan, in-
cluding efforts to protect the basic
human rights of women and children.

I urge my colleagues to support this
measure.

There has been a lot of focus on air-
drops. The truth of the matter is, air-
drops from 50,000 feet—and I know the
Presiding Officer was present during
the committee hearing we had—are not
all that effective. Basically, all of the
United Nations, the nongovernment or-
ganization, people on the ground have
all said that not even 1 percent of the
people are helped this way. Secretary
Powell and the administration know
this. At the same time, the reality is
we have to do a couple of different
things. If we don’t, there will be a lot
of innocent people who will starve to
death. That is a reality. That is not
consistent with our values; that is not
who we are.

Frankly, if I were to make a political
national interest argument—which I
am not comfortable making because I
think values enough should dictate
what we do—I would say absolutely the
worst thing imaginable would be, in
the next several weeks or months to
come, for there to be a situation where
the Bin Ladens of this world were able
to use the pictures of starving children
in Afghanistan against our country. We
don’t want that.

Colleagues, on present course, that is
what will happen. Therefore, there are
a number of things we can do. I will go
to the wording of the amendment. One
is, we need the highest level United
States engagement to open the borders,
especially the Pakistani border. The
administration has spoken about this.
It is extremely important. Right now
there are lots of refugees amassed at
the border who cannot get over. It is a
humanitarian crisis.

By the way, probably more serious
than the 1.5 million refugees we will
have, given the dangerous situation for
themselves and their loved ones, is the
people left behind in Afghanistan. The
people who do not try to cross the bor-
ders are the poorest of the Afghans.
They are the elderly, the most infirm.

The second thing I mention today is
we have to do a better job. Our Govern-
ment has to do a better job of effi-
ciently making sure the money we
have committed—we have made a gen-
erous commitment—actually flows to
the United Nations organizations and
nongovernmental organizations that
are delivering the food. It wasn’t until
last weekend that the first installment
was made. That was $10 million to the
United Nations; yesterday, $20 million

to the NGO. Some of this was held up
by Osama bin Laden. We have to be
much more efficient at making sure
the money flows to the people who are
on the ground to deliver the food.

The third point is we are just going
to need a more imaginative response,
more imaginative action.

There are a number of different pro-
posals that have been made, and the
resolution is broad and just says we
need to make that commitment, for ex-
ample, opening up humanitarian re-
sponse corridors. The most effective
way to get food to people is going to be
over land, by truck convoy. We may
need to do a better job of coordination
vis-a-vis our military action to open up
those corridors and make sure the
trucks can move and the food can flow.

Another thing is we are probably
going to need to take a very serious
look at these different airstrips. Air-
strips that are in low conflict areas, we
have to make sure they are going to be
maintained because we may need to do
a Berlin-style airdrop and planes actu-
ally land and we then get the food to
people, which can be very effective.

What I am saying today is that we
need to put every bit as much effort
into the humanitarian relief right now
as to the military effort. Both are ex-
tremely important.

I will just read the wording of the
amendment which basically calls on
Afghanistan’s neighbors to open their
borders for safe passage and makes it
clear we are going to help with the eco-
nomic costs and the plight of desperate
Afghan civilians.

Second, it makes the point that in
partnership with humanitarian agen-
cies we have to do everything we can to
deliver the food assistance in the most
imaginative and effective ways pos-
sible. And then third, it talks about
the obvious contribution we will make
with the international community in
terms of long-term sustainable recon-
struction development and assistance
for the people of Afghanistan.

I have decided not to take a lot of
time because I believe there will be
support. The aid agencies are falling
behind in their effort to provide the
emergency relief. UNISEF estimates
that in addition to the 300,000 Afghan
children who die of preventable causes
each year, 100,000 more children are
going to die this winter as a result of
hunger and disease. That is unaccept-
able. That is unconscionable.

So what this first amendment that I
have introduced does is it puts the Sen-
ate on record with a strong statement
that we understand the urgency of get-
ting the humanitarian assistance to
the innocent people of Afghanistan.
Again, I think this is a powerful and
important message for us to deliver.
We cannot be silent about this. We can-
not put the fact that many, many peo-
ple could and will starve to death in
parentheses. We can’t do that.

Moreover, I think we can and should
and must, as responsible lawmakers,
make it crystal clear that there are

some things we know need to be done:
opening the borders to people, making
sure the money flows more efficiently
from the United States to these relief
organizations, and again find creative
new ways of getting them the food.
Airdrops alone from 50,000 feet are not
going to do the job.

I think the administration knows
this. I hope there will be yet an even
stronger commitment. I believe this
statement from the Senate is ex-
tremely important. That is why I in-
troduced this first amendment.

Mr. President, I think what I am
going to do in order to move things for-
ward is I am going to move to the sec-
ond amendment which deals with
Uzbekistan. Basically, it is a reporting
requirement that not later than 3
months after the date of enactment of
this act and then 6 months thereafter,
the Secretary of State shall submit to
the appropriate congressional commit-
tees the following. This basically we
want to get an accounting of how our
money is used by the military there.
This is a human rights amendment. I
will explain it in a moment, after I
send the amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
Senator asking unanimous consent to
lay aside the pending amendment?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Until both man-
agers are on the floor, I will lay aside
the first amendment and then we can
deal with both of them. I think both
amendments will be accepted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1923

Mr. WELLSTONE. I send the amend-
ment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.

WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 1923.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask unanimous
consent the reading of the amendment
be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, insert:

SEC. . UZBEKISTAN.
REPORTS.—Not later than three months

after the date of the enactment of this Act,
and then six months thereafter, the Sec-
retary of State shall submit to the appro-
priate Congressional committees on the fol-
lowing:

(1) The defense articles, defense services,
and financial assistance provided by the
United States to Uzbekistan during the six-
month period ending on the date of such re-
port.

(2) The use during such period of defense
articles and defense services provided by the
United States by units of the Uzbek armed
forces, border guards, Ministry of National
Security, or Ministry of Internal Affairs.

(3) The extent to which any units referred
to in paragraph (2) engaged in human rights
violations, or violations of international law,
during such period.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I did not under-
stand the request. May I inquire of the
Senator how long he will be speaking?
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Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I

say to my colleague from West Vir-
ginia, I am actually trying to help the
managers move along. I think I will
probably be able to do this in less than
15 minutes.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, would the
Senator include my request that I fol-
low his remarks with a statement of
my own?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that following
my remarks regarding this amend-
ment, the Senator from West Virginia
have the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator and I
remove my reservation.

Mr. WELLSTONE. The reason I offer
this amendment requiring a report to
Congress with respect to our efforts in
Uzbekistan is that prior to the trage-
dies of September 11, few of us knew
anything about this central Asian
country. Yet today Uzbekistan has be-
come one of our most important allies
in this battle against terrorism. In
fact, it is one of only two states bor-
dering Afghanistan which is willing to
host overt U.S. military operations to
find Osama bin Laden.

Although we should welcome the co-
operation of Uzbekistan in our efforts,
we cannot overlook what is happening
in Uzbekistan itself. Since 1997, this
Government has used the threat of ter-
rorism to justify a total crackdown on
independent, peaceful Muslims who
pray at home, study the Koran in small
groups, belong to peaceful Islamic or-
ganizations not registered with the
state, or disseminate literature not ap-
proved by the state.

Colleagues, I am pointing to a real
dilemma for us. On the one hand, we
understand the need for support. On
the other hand, it is terribly important
that we not uncritically align our-
selves with governments which torture
citizens.

This amendment is an important one,
and I want to be clear about what it
does. First and foremost, it in no way
limits our ability to cooperate with
Uzbekistan. We need Uzbekistan in the
fight against terrorism, and we must
be able to fully cooperate with their
Government in that fight. But given
the reports of grave abuses against ci-
vilians in the name of fighting ter-
rorism, we need to monitor the co-
operation. That is what this amend-
ment is about.

The amendment requires that not
later than 3 months after its enact-
ment the Secretary of State report to
appropriate congressional committees
on, No. 1, the defense articles, services,
and financial assistance provided by
the United States to Uzbekistan; No. 2,
the use of such articles, services, and
assistance by the Armed Forces there,
border guards, Ministry of National Se-
curity, and the Ministry of Internal Af-
fairs, and, No. 3, the extent to which
any units of these groups engage in a
pattern of human rights violations or

violations of international law during
that period.

In his national address on September
20th, President Bush linked the Islamic
Movement of Uzbekistan, IMU, to
Osama bin Laden, suggesting the IMU
may be a target of U.S.
counterterrorism attacks. Last year,
the United States included the IMU on
its list of terrorist organizations. The
Government of Uzbekistan has also
targeted the IMU as part of its own
counterterrorism efforts. But accord-
ing to the most recent Department of
State Country Reports on Human
Rights Practices, the Government of
Uzbekistan has responded to the threat
of terrorism by arresting ‘‘hundreds of
Islamic leaders and believers on ques-
tionable grounds.’’ In short, it has used
the issue of terrorism to justify a far
broader crackdown on peaceful Mus-
lims. It has branded ‘‘independent’’
Muslims as ‘‘extremists,’’ and sen-
tenced thousands of them to long pris-
on terms without connecting them to
the IMU or to any acts recognized as
crimes under international law.

The Uzbek government has particu-
larly targeted a group known as the
Party of Liberation. This is an Islamic
group that supports the re-establish-
ment of an Islamic state by peaceful
means. Membership in this group or
even possession of one of its pamphlets
is deemed grounds for arrest and is
punishable by up to twenty years in
prison. Even prayer draws suspicion
and has been cited in court as evidence
of subversive intent. According to
Human Rights Watch, in one verdict
condemning an alleged Party of Lib-
eration member to 18 years in prison,
the Judge declared: ‘‘He confessed that
in 1996 he started to pray.’’ Increas-
ingly, police arrest relatives of those
accused of belonging to an unregistered
Islamic group. In April 1999, the Presi-
dent of Uzbekistan declared that fa-
thers would be punished for the sup-
posed wrongs of their sons, and broth-
ers and often arrested together and
even tortured in each other’s presence.

According to the Human Rights
Watch World Report for 2001, those ar-
rested in Uzbekistan endure the worst
torture. The Reports states: ‘‘In addi-
tion to hundreds of reports of beatings
and numerous accounts of the use of
electric shock, temporary suffocation,
hanging by the ankles or wrists, re-
moval of fingernails, and punctures
with sharp objects, Human Rights
Watch received credible reports in 2000
that police sodomized male detainees
with bottles, raped them, and beat and
burned them in the groin area. Male
and female detainees were regularly
threatened with rape. Police made such
threats in particular against female de-
tainees in the presence of male rel-
atives to force the men to sign self-in-
criminating statements. Police also
regularly threatened to murder detain-
ees or their family members and to
place minor children in orphanages.’’
Human Rights Watch reports that po-
lice torture in Uzbekistan has resulted

in at least fifteen deaths in custody in
the past two years alone.

According to our own Department of
State Country Reports on Human
Rights Practices for 2000, the govern-
ment of Uzbekistan’s ‘‘poor human
rights record worsened, and the Gov-
ernment continued to commit numer-
ous serious abuses.’’ ‘‘There were cred-
ible reports that security force mis-
treatment resulted in the deaths of
several citizens in custody. Police and
the National Security Service tortured,
beat, and harassed persons. The secu-
rity forces arbitrarily arrested or de-
tained pious Muslims and other citi-
zens on false charges, frequently plant-
ing narcotics, weapons, or forbidden
literature on them.’’ ‘‘The Government
continues to voice rhetorical support
for human rights, but does not ensure
these rights in practice.’’

Just listen to some of these accounts:
Thirty-year-old Komlidin Sattarov

was arrested in February 2000 for al-
leged possession of Party of Liberation
leaflets, following his elder brother’s
conviction for membership in the
group. His defender summarized some
of the young man’s court testimony of
his torture by police:

He stuck it out for the first one or two
days, but then they used electric shock. . . .
They put him in a chair and strapped elec-
trodes to his hands, feet, and neck and gave
him electric shock. He lost consciousness
and then they did it again. He confessed to
some of the charges. Then they began to beat
him with truncheons, and he agreed to sign
everything.

Prior to a July and August 2000 trial
of seventeen men on charges of
Wahabism, a form of Islam, the defend-
ants were held by police and tortured
over several months. Gafurjon Tohirov
testified in court that he was tortured
for more than 2 months, that officers
had beaten him on the bottoms of his
feet and that the white clothes he had
been wearing—he had just returned
from a pilgrimage to Mecca—were cov-
ered with blood. While beating another
defendant, police allegedly con-
centrated their blows on the young
man’s already injured kidneys, due to
which, according to one source, the de-
fendant agreed to sign a confession.
Another accused was allegedly burned
with cigarettes and subsequently raped
in custody; investigators also allegedly
threatened to rape his wife if he re-
fused to give a self-incriminating
statement. Once transferred from cus-
tody of the National Security Service,
SNB, to Tashkent police headquarters
in January 2000, this defendant contin-
ued to be tortured. A state appointed
lawyer allegedly requested medicine
for him from his family on January 10,
as well as dark trousers to replace his
bloodied white ones. They man was
kept incommunicado in the basement
of police headquarters in Tashkent for
sixty-eight days. Dismissing his and
other defendants’ detailed allegations
of torture, a judge of the Tashkent
City Court declared on the day of the
verdict, ‘‘No one tortured them. There
was no written complaint that they
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were tortured. When they were asked,
they couldn’t name their torturers . . .
[W]e consider their testimony [on tor-
ture] as having no grounds.’’

When brothers Oibek and Uigun
Ruzmetov were arrested on charges of
attempting to overthrow the govern-
ment, on January 1, 1999, their parents
were also arrested. Their father on the
same day, their mother on January 5.
Their mother recounted that she was
held for one night in solitary confine-
ment in the district police station,
handcuffed naked and given no water.
Then they showed her to her son
Uigun:

They . . . stripped me naked . . . Twice
they walked him by me. He looked so bad, he
had been completely beaten up. I could only
cry, I could not talk to him. They told him.
‘‘Your parents and your wife are also in pris-
on. Your children are in an orphanage. If you
don’t sign these documents, we’ll do some-
thing very bad to your wife.’’ My son at his
trial said that he was told they would rape
his wife before his eyes if he did not confess.

Mr. President, these stories are in-
credible. We can not ignore them. To
do so implies that in the war against
terrorism, anything goes. That kind of
attitude will only weaken our war on
terrorism, not strengthen it. Eighty
percent of the population of Uzbekistan
is Muslim. To ignore Uzbek abuses
could add fuel to the fire that this is
not truly a war on terrorism, but is a
war on Islam. We must ensure that
anti-terrorism efforts are conducted in
a manner that protects religious free-
dom and other human rights, and we
must carefully monitor our coopera-
tion with Uzbekistan to ensure that
protection. The amendment I offer here
today requiring a report to Congress on
the extent to which any Uzbek units
receiving US assistance engaged in
human rights violations, or violations
of international law, will remind the
Uzbek government that although we
welcome their cooperation, we are also
watching them.

All I am saying is when you have a
group of people in a country who, be-
cause of the practice of their faith, are
being crushed in this way, and you
have examples of torture and rape, to
the extent that we are involved with
such a country, we ought at least have
a monitoring of how the money is
spent.

I think I will send the statement to
Senators because, frankly, it is so
graphic, it is difficult to go over in
great detail.

You are talking about a government
that has been involved in widespread
abuse of human rights. You are talking
about a government that has system-
atically tortured its citizens. I think at
a very minimum in our work with this
government, we have to make sure
there is a very rigorous reporting of
how our money is spent in relation to
the military.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my amendment be set aside
to be accepted as modified.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, what is the
Senator’s request?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
after both amendments are accepted, I
will yield the floor.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, we
have looked at both amendments. They
are certainly acceptable on this side of
the aisle.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask whether we
might have a voice vote on the amend-
ments, as modified.

Mr. President, I ask for a voice vote
on both amendments, as modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendments, as
modified?

Without objection, the amendments
are agreed to.

The amendments (No. 1923 and No.
1922) were agreed to.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the votes.

Mr. SANTORUM. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
want to remind colleagues, inde-
pendent of the amendments, that I
later on today will have a colloquy
with Senator BROWNBACK dealing with
the whole question of women and girls
being forced into prostitution. We want
to talk about appropriations for that. I
will probably be joined by my col-
league, Senator FEINGOLD, in some dis-
cussion about Plan Colombia. I want to
talk about the number of trips I have
taken to Colombia and what I have
seen focusing on human rights and hav-
ing a chance to speak on the human
rights position; in particular, the work
I have been able to do with a very pow-
erful Jesuit priest, Francisco De Roux,
and something I think we can learn
from his wisdom.

I want to move those amendments
along.

I want to say two other things very
quickly.

Last week, we passed a resolution
which I have been trying to make long
enough so that it can be in the Capitol
Hill Police Office thanking the Capitol
Police for their work.

This may be gratuitous—my guess is
that Senators are doing this all the
time anyway—for which I apologize. I
suggest to Senators when they are
passing by the Capitol Police to be sure
to thank them. I met, for example, a
young officer today. He told Sheila and
me that he has little children. He sees
them 1 hour a day. He is working six
12-hour days. He says that is better
than 17-hour days.

They are working under a lot of pres-
sure. I want on the floor of the Senate
to again thank them for their work. I
appeal to Senators to go out of their
way to thank them.

If you look at the Capitol Hill Police
men and women, you can see a lot of
exhaustion in their faces. I think we
owe a real debt of gratitude to them.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the Senator from
West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have spo-
ken to the Senator from West Virginia.
We have some amendments that are
cleared.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield to
the distinguished whip for the purpose
that he is now requesting. I ask unani-
mous consent that upon the comple-
tion of his remarks and the action on
amendments I be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I express
my appreciation to the Senator from
West Virginia.

Senator MCCONNELL and Senator
LEAHY have every intention of moving
this bill as quickly as possible. If Mem-
bers have amendments, they had better
bring them because the managers
aren’t going to wait around all day
long for Members to bring amendments
to the floor. After reasonable time goes
by and Members haven’t gone to
amendments, we are going to move to
third reading of this bill.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1924 THROUGH 1939, EN BLOC

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that it be in order for
the Senate to consider, en bloc, 15
amendments; that the amendments be
considered and agreed to en bloc; that
the motions to reconsider be laid upon
the table en bloc; that the consider-
ation of these amendments appear sep-
arately in the RECORD; and that any
statements or colloquies be printed in
the RECORD.

These amendments have been re-
viewed very closely by the managers of
the bill and their staff.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The clerk will report.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for

Mr. MCCONNELL and others, proposes amend-
ments numbered 1924 through 1939.

The amendments (Nos. 1924 through
1939) were agreed to, as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 1924

(Purpose: To make avaialble funds to assess
the cause of the flooding along the Volta
River in Accra, Ghana, and to make rec-
ommendations on how to solve the prob-
lem)
On page 125 line 16, before the period at the

end of the line insert the following: ‘‘: Pro-
vided further, That, of the funds appropriated
under this heading, up to $100,000 should be
made available for an assessment of the
causes of the flooding along the Volta River
in Accra, Ghana, and to make recommenda-
tions for solving the problem’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1925

On page 133, line 17, after ‘‘States’’ insert
the following: ‘‘, of which not to exceed
$28,000,000 shall be available for the cost, as
defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, of modifying direct loans
and guarantees for the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1926

On page 229, line 12, after ‘‘steps’’ insert
the following: ‘‘, additional to those under-
taken in fiscal year 2001,’’.

On page 229, line 16, strike everything after
‘‘(3)’’ through ‘‘law’’ on line 17, and insert in
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lieu thereof: ‘‘taking steps, additional to
those undertaken in fiscal year 2001, to im-
plement policies which reflect a respect for
minority rights and the rule of law, includ-
ing the release of all political prisoners from
Serbian jails and prisons’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1927

On page 176, line 15, strike ‘‘$14,500,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$15,500,000’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1928

At the appropriate place, insert:

DISABILITY ACCESS

SEC. . Housing that is constructed with
funds appropriated by this Act to carry out
the provisions of chapter 1 of part I and
chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, and to carry out the provisions of
the Support for East European Democracy
(SEED) Act of 1989, shall to the maximum
extent feasible, be wheelchair accessible.

AMENDMENT NO. 1929

On page 142, line 18, after ‘‘That’’, insert
the following: ‘‘of the amount appropriated
under this heading, not less than $101,000,000
shall be made available for Bolivia, and not
less than $35,000,000 shall be made available
for Ecuador: Provided further, That’’.

On page 142, line 25, strike everything after
‘‘with’’ through ‘‘General’’ on page 143, line
1, and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency and the Director of the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention’’.

On page 143, line 6, strike ‘‘according to
the’’ and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘in accord-
ance with Colombian laws and regulations,
and’’.

On page 143, line 10, strike ‘‘in place’’ and
insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘being utilized’’.

On page 143, line 12, after ‘‘and’’ insert:
‘‘to’’.

On page 216, line 14, strike ‘‘concerning’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘, including the
identity of the person suspended and’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1930

On page 127, line 12, strike everything after
‘‘rehabilitation’’ through ‘‘Maluka’’ on line
13, and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘and recon-
struction, political reconciliation, and re-
lated activities in Aceh, Papua, West Timor,
and the Malukus’’.

On page 220, line 23, after ‘‘Indonesia’’ in-
sert the following: ‘‘, including imposing just
punishment for those involved in the mur-
ders of American citizen Carlos Caceres and
two other United Nations humanitarian
workers in West Timor on September 6,
2000’’.

On page 221, lines 17 and 18, strike ‘‘having
in place a functioning system for’’.

On page 221, lines 19 and 20, strike ‘‘that
fund activities’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1931

On page 128, line 9, insert the following:

LAOS

Of the funds appropriated under the head-
ings ‘‘Child Survival and Health Programs
Fund’’ and ‘‘Development Assistance’’,
$5,000,000 should be made available for Laos:
Provided, That funds made available in the
previous proviso should be made available
only through nongovernmental organiza-
tions.

AMENDMENT NO. 1932

On page 127, line 19, strike ‘‘should’’ and in-
sert in lieu thereof ‘‘shall’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1933

(Purpose: To prohibit humanitarian assist-
ance inside Burma unless certain condi-
tions are met)
On page 127, line 26, after ‘‘law:’’ insert the

following: ‘‘Provided further, that none of the
funds appropriated by this Act may be used
to provide humanitarian assistance inside
Burma by any individual, group, or associa-
tion unless the Secretary of State certifies
and reports to the Committees on Appropria-
tions that the provision of such assistance
includes the direct involvement of the demo-
cratically elected National League for De-
mocracy:’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1934

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

COMMUNITY-BASED POLICE ASSISTANCE

SEC. . (a) AUTHORITY.—Funds made avail-
able to carry out the provisions of chapter 1
of part I and chapter 4 of part II of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, may be used,
notwithstanding section 660 of that Act, to
enhance the effectiveness and accountability
of civilian police authority in Jamaica
through training and technical assistance in
internationally recognized human rights, the
rule of law, strategic planning, and through
the promotion of civilian police roles that
support democratic governance including
programs to prevent conflict and foster im-
proved police relations with the commu-
nities they serve.

(b) REPORT.—Twelve months after the ini-
tial obligation of funds for Jamaica for ac-
tivities authorized under subsection (a), the
Administrator of the United States Agency
for International Development shall submit
a report to the appropriate congressional
committees describing the progress the pro-
gram is making toward improving police re-
lations with the communities they serve and
institutionalizing an effective community-
based police program.

(c) NOTIFICATION.—Assistance provided
under subsection (a) shall be subject to the
regular notification procedures of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

AMENDMENT NO. 1935

On page 179, line 7, after ‘‘democracy’’ in-
sert ‘‘, human rights’’.

On page 179, line 8 after ‘‘which’’ insert:
‘‘not less than $5,000,000 should be made
available for the Human Rights and Democ-
racy Fund of the Bureau of Democracy,
Human Rights and Labor, Department of
State, for such activities, and of which’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1936

At the appropriate place, insert:
SEC. . SEPTEMBER 11 DEMOCRACY AND HUMAN

RIGHTS PROGRAMS.
Of the funds appropriated by this Act

under the heading ‘‘Economic Support
Fund’’, not less than $15,000,000 shall be made
available for programs and activities to fos-
ter democracy, human rights, press free-
doms, and the rule of law in countries with
a significant Muslim population, and where
such programs and activities would be im-
portant to United States efforts to respond
to, deter, or prevent acts of international
terrorism: Provided, That funds appropriated
under this section should support new initia-
tives or bolster ongoing programs and activi-
ties in those countries: Provided further, That
not less than $2,000,000 of such funds shall be
made available for programs and activities
that train emerging Afghan women leaders
in civil society development and democracy
building: Provided further, That not less than
$10,000,000 of such funds shall be made avail-

able for the Human Rights and Democracy
Fund of the Bureau of Democracy Human
Rights and Labor, Department of State, for
such activities: Provided further, That funds
made available pursuant to the authority of
this section shall be subject to the regular
notification procedures of the Committees
on Appropriations.

AMENDMENT NO. 1937

At the appropriate place in the bill insert:
SEC. . UZBEKISTAN.

REPORTS.—Not later than three months
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
and six months thereafter, the Secretary of
State shall submit a report to the appro-
priate congressional committees describing
the following:

(1) The defense articles, defense services,
and financial assistance provided by the
United States to Uzbekistan during the six-
month period ending on the date of such re-
port.

(2) The use during such period of defense
articles and defense services provided by the
United States by units of the Uzbek armed
forces, border guards, Ministry of National
Security, or Ministry of Internal Affairs.

(3) The extent to which any units referred
to in paragraph (2) engaged in human rights
violations, or violations of international law,
during such period.

AMENDMENT NO. 1938

At the appropriate place, insert:
SEC. . HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE FOR AF-

GHANISTAN.
It is the sense of the Senate that:
(1) Afghanistan’s neighbors should reopen

their borders to allow for the safe passage of
refugees, and the international community
must be prepared to contribute to the eco-
nomic costs incurred by the flight of des-
perate Afghan civilians;

(2) as the United States engages in mili-
tary action in Afghanistan, it must work to
deliver assistance, particularly through
overland truck convoys, and safe humani-
tarian access to affected populations, in
partnership with humanitarian agencies in
quantities sufficient to alleviate a large
scale humanitarian catastrophe; and

(3) the United States should contribute to
efforts by the international community to
provide long-term, sustainable reconstruc-
tion and development assistance for the peo-
ple of Afghanistan, including efforts to pro-
tect the basic human rights of women and
children.

AMENDMENT NO. 1939

On page 153 line 7, after the colon insert
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the
funds appropriated by this paragraph, not
less than $2,300,000 shall be made available
for assistance for Thailand:’’

AMENDMENT NO. 1926

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
offer this amendment along with Sen-
ators HELMS and LEAHY out of concern
with the continued detention of polit-
ical prisoners in Serb jails. Our amend-
ment is simple and straightforward: It
makes absolutely clear that among the
certification requirements contained in
section 575 of this bill is the release of
these prisoners. I urge the democrats
and reformers in Belgrade to take no-
tice of our actions, and to release the
political prisoners immediately. I yield
the floor to my friend from North Caro-
lina.

Mr. HELMS. I find it incomprehen-
sible for a government that claims to
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be democratic and just to sustain this
cruel vestige of the Milosevic era.

Last August, I asked my staff to
travel to Serbia and visit these Alba-
nian political prisoners. My intent was
the following: I wanted to check on the
physical conditions of these prisoners.
I wanted to ensure that they and their
families know the United States has
not forgotten about their suffering. I
wanted to underscore to authorities in
Belgrade that they must release these
political prisoners who were arrested,
too often brutally tortured, sentenced
and jailed by Milosevic and his system
of kangaroo justice. And, I wanted to
remind Belgrade that failure to do so
will have consequences for their rela-
tionship with the United States.

Serbian Justice Minister Batic coop-
eratively arranged meetings for my
staff. These took place in two Serbian
jails with four Kosovar Albanian pris-
oners: Kurti Aljbin, Isljam Taci, Berisa
Petrit, and Sulejman Bitici. These four
individuals, I might add, were chosen
at the recommendation of an ex-
tremely courageous woman, Natasa
Kandic of the Humanitarian Law Cen-
ter in Yugoslavia. Ms. Kandic is Serb,
who at great risk to her personal safe-
ty, has provided these and other Alba-
nian political prisoners legal and hu-
manitarian assistance.

The stories of these four political
prisoners speak volumes to the atroc-
ities and injustice of the Milosevic re-
gime. Imagine being arrested because
you are an Albanian student, thrown in
jail only to learn later that there were
no formal charges brought against you,
and even if there were you couldn’t ap-
peal them because your file had ‘‘dis-
appeared’’ or it was burned. Imagine
being thrown out of a fourth story win-
dow so that your legs would break, or
being subjected to repeated beatings,
shock torture, and mock executions.
That is exactly what happened during
the Milosevic era.

The good news is that these tortures
have ended. However, ending the tor-
ture is not enough. Each day Belgrade
keeps people like Kurti Aljbin, Isljam
Taci, Berisa Petrit, and Sulejman
Bitici locked behind bars is another
day that Belgrade has continued the
horrors and injustice of the Milosevic
regime. And this is totally unaccept-
able.

One prisoner asked the poignant
question: ‘‘If Milosevic is in jail, why
are we still here?’’ The fact is there is
no justifiable answer to this question. I
yield the floor to the Senator from
Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. It has been almost a
year since the fall of Milosevic, and
more than five months have passed
since his arrest. While some Albanian
prisoners were released earlier this
year, there are still more than 100 Al-
banian political prisoners languishing
in Serb jails. There is no justification
under any circumstances, to imprison
innocent people. Serb officials know
this. These people should never have
been arrested, and they should have
been released long ago.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Would the Senator
yield for an additional comment? I con-
tinue to be keenly interested in the in-
vestigation into the murder of the
three American brothers of Albanian
descent from New York who were re-
cently found in a mass grave in Serbia.
Justice must be served for their mur-
ders, which occurred at the end of the
war in Kosova.

Mr. LEAHY. I urge adoption of this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized
under the previous order.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair.

I also congratulate and thank Sen-
ator KENNEDY who spoke earlier for the
proposals and suggestions, and the
good counsel that he offered to the
Senate at this critical time.

f

REMAINING A SENSE OF
SECURITY

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this morn-
ing the U.S. Postmaster General
warned Americans that their mail is
not guaranteed to be safe.

The American people have been on an
emotional roller coaster ride ever since
September 11. In the days and weeks
following the terrorist attacks on the
World Trade Center and the Pentagon,
the American people collectively have
experienced a national anxiety at-
tack—fear, remorse, outrage, despair,
confusion, depression, and unease have
all manifested themselves in recent
weeks.

Before the brutal terrorist attacks of
September 11, American consumers
were already nervous as layoff an-
nouncements rolled out of auto fac-
tories, and stock market retirement
savings dissipated into thin air. Since
that dark day, the economy has grown
even more unstable as consumers,
seized with fear—Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt said, there is nothing for us to
fear but fear itself, but fear is here, and
it permeates throughout this city and
throughout the Nation—consumers,
seized with fear, have stayed riveted to
their television sets and away from
shopping malls.

American consumers have postponed
taking that much-deserved family va-
cation out of fear of getting onto an
airplane. I would share that same fear.
I know it is all right for some to say,
go ahead and ride an airplanes if you
have the Secret Service there to pro-
tect you and you can go on a special
plane, but I would not ride on a com-
mercial plane right now because I
share that fear. Consumers are shun-
ning restaurants, avoiding movie thea-
ters and other public gathering places
which they fear might be the target of
new terrorist attacks.

Although the initial shock has begun
to wear off, and economic activity has
recovered somewhat from the weeks
immediately following the terrorist at-
tacks, nearly 200,00 Americans lost
their jobs last month—the largest

monthly decline since February 1991,
more than 10 years ago—and the unem-
ployment rate is expected to soar to
well over 5 percent in this month
alone. This on top of the fear that has
kept people away from the streets of
Washington.

Just a few days ago, I recall, Metro
was offering free tickets to people in
the suburban areas in an attempt to
entice them to come into the city of
Washington and go to the restaurants
and go to the stores. And the res-
taurants were offering free food in
some instances or a free glass of wine
to encourage people to come into this
city, the Capital City, which was
burned by the—I hope the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts
will wait just a moment. I want to
mention something he will remember.

This Capitol was burned during the
War of 1812 by the British. It is prac-
tically empty now. The Senator from
Massachusetts will remember, with me,
something that was occurring in this
city 39 years ago right now. I was here
on October 22, 1962—1962 or 1963?

Mr. KENNEDY. It was 1962.
Mr. BYRD. The late President John

F. Kennedy delivered an ultimatum to
the then-leaders of the Soviet Union to
get their missiles out of Cuba. That
was on Monday of this week, 39 years
ago. We Senators then felt the same
angst that we do now.

The President, in a television ad-
dress, delivered this ultimatum. Presi-
dent Kennedy also suggested that there
be regional meetings where we Mem-
bers of Congress—I was a Member of
the Senate—could go to regional meet-
ings and get briefings. The Senate was
not in session. The Senate had gone
out of session on the October 13 sine
die. And the late President John F.
Kennedy informed Members of Con-
gress that he would give them notice to
come into Washington if the necessity
arose.

There was fear throughout the land.
That was 39 years ago this week. On
Sunday of this week 39 years ago
Nikita Khrushchev capitulated to
President Kennedy’s demand that
those missiles, be pulled out of Cuba.

President Kennedy instructed our
naval ships to stop any ship that ap-
proached Cuba and to search that ship.
And there was a ship that approached
Cuba. I forget what flag it was flying,
but our naval units stopped it,
searched it; and when we finally deter-
mined that Nikita Khrushchev really
meant what he said, that he would get
those missiles out of Cuba, then we re-
laxed.

I had no intention of bringing my
wife into this city during those days.
They were very tense days. The people
were not just thinking of anthrax; they
were thinking of nuclear war. We had
strong leadership—strong leadership—
that laid it down to the Soviet leaders.
Mr. Khrushchev, who had once beaten
his shoe upon the desk and said: We
will bury you—that was Khrushchev—
he was soon relieved of his leadership
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position in the Soviet Union. Mr.
Brezhnev then became the First Sec-
retary, and who Nikolai Bulganin who
became the Premier of the Soviet
Union. But those were the conditions
39 years ago right now in this city.

Well, fortunately, we are not facing
what appeared to then be perhaps an
immediate nuclear attack on this
country. And some of the nuclear mis-
siles could have emanated from Cuba.
Here we are again now, and we have re-
ceived a terrorist attack on the World
Trade buildings in New York City and
on the Pentagon. We are faced now
with an even more subtle and sinister
attack on the people in this city. As I
said earlier, the Postmaster General
indicated just this morning that the
American people cannot be guaranteed
their mail is safe.

I say to my wife—my wife of 64 years,
I hasten to add—Don’t you go to the
mailbox. Leave the mail in that box
until I come home. I will get the mail
out of the box.

That is the kind of fear that is per-
meating this whole country, this whole
city, this whole complex from which I
speak today.

Our staffs are warned about the mail
that comes to us from our constitu-
ents. It may be a letter, a package,
something that was not sent by a con-
stituent in our mail. So our staffs are
in fear.

The unemployment rate is expected
to soar to well over 5 percent in this
month alone. The Congress will soon
consider a stimulus plan. It is being
discussed. Preparations for such a plan
are going forward. I have had my Ap-
propriations Committee staff working
on a stimulus package, one that will
include funds for homeland security,
homeland defense. This stimulus plan
is aimed at providing a shot in the arm
to our flagging economy.

We hear a lot about business tax
cuts. I have already voted against a
gargantuan $1.3 or $1.6 or $1.8 or $2 tril-
lion tax cut earlier this year. Now we
hear that there are going to be further
tax cuts. A measure is making its way
in the House of Representatives, I un-
derstand, that would provide up to $100
billion in tax cuts and almost $200 bil-
lion, $195 billion over 10 years. Business
tax cuts, increased unemployment ben-
efits, subsidized health insurance pre-
miums are all on the table. But none of
these—none of these—will help to as-
suage the psychology of fear that grips
this land of ours.

The surest way to stabilize the econ-
omy and encourage Americans to get
back on airplanes, to go back to the
shopping malls, to go back to the auto-
mobile dealerships—look over those
shiny automobiles, kick the tires, see
if the windshield wiper works, raise the
lid of the trunk—the way to get people
back to those dealerships, the way to
get people back to those neighborhood
restaurants, the way to get people back
to the movie theaters and to take their
children is to take positive steps to ad-
dress their fears, the fears of the Amer-

ican people about future terrorist at-
tacks.

I might as well talk about this fear.
We all know it is here. The distin-
guished Senator from Florida, who is a
former astronaut, who presides over
the Senate today with such a degree of
skill and dignity, he knows this, he
knows what we are talking about. The
people at the desk here in front of us,
this is no secret to them; they know
what fear is. The pages know about it.
Why not say it?

The best way to make our people feel
safe again and to defeat the intentions
of the terrorists is to go ahead with
this stimulus package, certainly to
move ahead with funding for homeland
security in its many forms.

We can start by addressing our woe-
fully inadequate border security; put
more Immigration and Naturalization
Service personnel on our borders; put
more Customs agents on our borders;
enhance this woefully inadequate bor-
der security. I doubt that many Ameri-
cans find comfort in learning that the
Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice cannot account for how 6 of the 19
hijackers involved in the September 11
attacks got into the United States.
Likewise, how much comfort do the
American people find in knowing that
the U.S. Customs Service—get this
now—inspects only 2 percent of the
cargo that enters the United States?
We are wide open—wide open. And the
terrorists have known that. As a mat-
ter of fact, we have been lucky not to
have been hit many times prior to Sep-
tember 11.

We can reassure the American people
that the Government of the United
States is doing all it can to prepare for
a biological or chemical act. The
American people have learned first-
hand in recent days that chemical and
biological weapons are no longer the
stuff of fiction but are real threats that
can suddenly claim the lives of Amer-
ican citizens. We must train our doc-
tors and nurses to diagnose and care
for victims of bioterrorism as well as
to contain any possible resulting out-
break.

We must expand our Nation’s reserve
of vaccines and antibiotics, and we
must provide our local health depart-
ments, in Beckley, WV, Parkersburg,
Clarksburg, Martinsburg, in cities all
throughout this land, in towns all
throughout this land, in hamlets all
throughout this land, provide our local
health departments, so many of which
are in rural isolated areas, with access
to the Nation’s computerized networks
of medical response information.

Our Nation’s transportation network
faces a similar daunting upgrade. In
the days immediately following the
September 11 attacks, airport security
was improved, but much remains to be
done. New scanning equipment must be
built and installed as quickly as pos-
sible. Better trained inspectors must be
hired. Security enhancements must be
made at our Nation’s airports, and the
same case must be made for improve-

ments to our roads and bridges, our
railroads, our water and sewer systems,
our law enforcement capabilities that
have suffered due to years of neglect.
Hear me now! Due to years of neglect,
we have allowed our infrastructure to
become antiquated! With the threat of
further violence on American soil, ev-
erything from dams and reservoirs and
locks and dams to nuclear powerplants
to the method of transporting the Na-
tion’s food supply, we need to beef up
the inspections of our meat, our poul-
try, our imported food—all these
things must be examined in terms of
their potential vulnerability. By re-
newing our commitment to invest-
ments in our own country, we can help
to mend the holes in America’s home-
land security.

Mr. President, the American people
are looking to the Congress for reassur-
ance. The American people want to
know that their representatives under-
stand their fears—the people’s fears—
and the people’s uncertainties. They
want to know that the men and women
in this legislative branch—the Senate
and the House—understand these
things and are taking steps to deal
with potential threats.

Partisan disputes breed uncertainty
in our financial markets and in our
economy. All of us ought to be
ashamed of the slowness with which we
have dealt with the appropriations
bills. They are ready. We have com-
pleted conferences on and we have
acted upon the conference reports on 2
bills—2 out of 13 bills. And here we are.
We have had two continuing resolu-
tions, and we are now somewhat in the
midst of the time allotted by the sec-
ond continuing resolution. We have in-
stead been arguing over other things—
things that didn’t have anything to do,
as far as I am concerned, with getting
on with the appropriations bills.

Partisanship. Partisanship must no
longer reign over this Senate or over
the House of Representatives—at least
until we get our appropriations bills
completed. And we had better be busy
about that. We should allow the Presi-
dent 10 days after we send him the last
appropriations bill. He should be al-
lowed 10 days in which to sign the last
appropriations bill or to veto it. He
should not be given the opportunity to
pocket veto an appropriations bill. We
need to be busy about the people’s busi-
ness.

The American people want to regain
that sense of security that they lost on
September 11. They want to get on an
airplane without worrying about hi-
jackers. They want to go to work free
of angst about every piece of mail that
comes into the office. Those who go to
movies want to relax while they are
there, and they are entitled to that.
Those who go to the shopping malls
want to relax without looking over
their shoulders, as it were. Unless we
take—when I say ‘‘we,’’ I mean us
folks—unless we take immediate and
serious steps to address these fears, all
of the rhetoric about normalcy is just
plain old hot air.
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This Government’s most basic re-

sponsibility is to take all—not just a
few but all—feasible steps to protect
its citizens. The conflict is not just in
the steep mountains of the Himalayas
in Afghanistan. I was there 46 years
ago. Let me tell you folks, you have
seen the Rockies. Go to the Himalayas;
spend some time in Afghanistan. The
winter is coming on, and soon. And
there are millions of landmines waiting
on a footstep.

The conflict is not just in the moun-
tains of Afghanistan. Our people are at
risk on our own soil. Congress, there-
fore, must act now to ensure the secu-
rity of the Nation and the American
people. By investing in measures that
strengthen our ability to guard our
citizens right here at home, we can
take an important step toward remov-
ing the paralysis—the paralysis—go
look that word up in the dictionary,
and if you haven’t noticed it before,
you will see it—the paralysis of fear.
Look at our empty office buildings on
Jenkins Hill right here.

We can take an important step to-
ward removing the paralysis that re-
sults from living in fear. This should be
our mission in the days ahead as we
craft a stimulus package. Whether or
not we craft a stimulus package, we
have 11 appropriations bills awaiting
action here in one form or another.
They will be coming along in con-
ference reports. There are appropria-
tions bills such as the one before the
Senate now that will be up for action
in this body. So let’s get busy about
our work. This should be our mission
in the days ahead as we craft a stim-
ulus package that can restore con-
fidence, which is the backbone of a
strong economy.

Mr. President, I thank all Senators
and I yield.

f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2002—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
CLINTON). The Senator from Kansas is
recognized.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Madam President,
I rise to speak about an amendment to
the foreign operations bill. I under-
stand it has been accepted. It deals
with funding for leadership training for
Afghan women. I think this is an im-
portant amendment. Even though it is
not a great deal of money that is in-
volved, I think it is important for us to
do.

The proposed amendment funds a
specially created training program for
Afghan women involving civil society
development, democracy building, and
leadership, at a cost of $2 million. It is
not a large amount of money, but if we
can get women involved back in the Af-
ghan society, it is an important
amount of money.

This funding has two purposes. First,
it helps talented but direly
disenfranchised Afghan women to stra-

tegically participate in nation build-
ing. Second, this is a symbolic expres-
sion of support from the Congress for
Afghan women under the present
Taliban regime.

The American people are engaged in
a war right now. It is a war against
those who want to destroy our physical
well-being, our peace of mind, and our
way of life. It is a war against the
Taliban, which continues to provide
fertile soil and a shield for terrorists.
It is not, however, a war against the
Afghan people, as the President repeat-
edly stated and as Members of this
body have stated. In fact, the Afghan
people are the victims of the Taliban,
and no one group has suffered more
than the women.

We have all heard the horrible stories
by now: How women are forced to hide
behind closed doors, prisoners in their
own homes, some even starving be-
cause there is no male relative to take
them to market; how they are barred
from schools and jobs and from des-
perately needed health care; how they
are beaten in the streets if their ankles
are showing; how they are beaten for
begging, even though they are forbid-
den to work; how they are beaten for
no reason at all; how they are contin-
ually silenced, hidden, and treated as
less than human—all of this in the 21st
century.

I am sure some of my colleagues and
others recall the images on CNN of Af-
ghan women fleeing Afghanistan into
Pakistan dressed in burqas that com-
pletely cover them. All she has is a
small mesh area through which to look
and breathe. That is so dehumanizing,
as if this is not a person; they are not
recognized as a separate individual.

It has not always been like that in
Afghanistan. That is important for us
to know and remember as well. These
same women who now hide with fear
and are forced into these burqas once
had a voice in their country. Some
choose to wear a certain traditional
garb, and that is wonderful, but they
should not be forced to do it.

In Afghanistan, women once rep-
resented half the students, half the
civil servants, and 40 percent of the
doctors in Kabul were once women.
Once they were valued members of
their society, and they must become
this again. To accomplish this, they
will need our help and support, and we
should give it.

I am pleased to offer this amendment
with Senator BOXER. She and I helped
pass a resolution 2 years ago con-
demning the Taliban regime. This
amendment has been accepted by the
managers of the bill. I am very pleased
with that.

This amendment funds $2 million for
scholarships for Afghan women. There
will be approximately 300 women se-
lected to participate in training pro-
grams for emerging leaders. They will
be instructed in civil society develop-
ment, including effective governance,
economic development, establishing
nongovernmental organizations, and an

independent press, among other fun-
damentals of a free society, including
the right to vote for all citizens in Af-
ghanistan and human rights, including
religious freedom for all citizens and
people of Afghanistan.

The Afghan women will learn from
top professors and experts in the field.
Their curriculum will be developed in
close consultation with Afghan wom-
en’s groups on the ground in South
Asia and in the United States. A selec-
tion of candidates will be made in close
consultation with leading Afghan
women in exile and leading Afghan
women still in Afghanistan today, and
United States embassies abroad.

I believe programs such as these can
help play a key role in stabilizing the
region and rebuilding the lives of its
citizens. The United States is at its
best when it stands up for our funda-
mental principles, and that includes
the right to vote for everybody, the
right of participation for everybody,
democracy, freedom, religious freedom,
and human rights.

This amendment can give the women
who have far too long been victimized
by the Taliban brutality the tools to
rebuild a new Afghanistan on the foun-
dation of democracy, tolerance, human
rights, and equality.

Lastly, this funding not only helps
Afghanistan; it also helps America. As
Afghan women promote democratic
values in their society, they inherently
prevail over the forces of terrorism, ex-
tremism, and repression which have
also victimized us.

I am pleased my colleagues have ac-
cepted this amendment, and I look for-
ward to its implementation where we
help Afghan women rebuild a civil soci-
ety in their country. As we move for-
ward in the prosecution of this war in
Afghanistan, it is very important that
our next step, once we are able to se-
cure the country, is to rebuild a civil
society with everybody participating.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President,
I rise to offer some comments on the
bill before us, the foreign operations
appropriations bill.

Today we are considering the fiscal
year 2002 foreign operations appropria-
tions bill. I ask my fellow Senators to
consider this: The total foreign assist-
ance spending in this legislation rep-
resents just .79 percent of the entire
$1.9 trillion Federal budget. That is
less than half of what it was just 15
years ago, and it is barely .1 percent of
GDP. An even smaller amount of the
bill’s funding is for foreign develop-
ment assistance, less than .6 percent of
the budget.

Anemic U.S. foreign assistance
spending is not new news, but it is part
of a very sad legacy of more than two
decades of declining foreign assistance
spending.

But at precisely the time when the
events of September 11 have driven
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home what an integrated and
globalized world we live in, a world
that requires us, I believe, to reexam-
ine the basic underpinnings of U.S. na-
tional security policy, it is baffling
that the United States remains on a
course to tie a post-World War II low in
foreign assistance spending and a 50-
year low of overseas assistance as a
share of Government spending.

I do not mean this as any criticism of
the managers of the bill. Given the ad-
ministration’s request and the alloca-
tions of the subcommittee, they have
done an excellent job of putting to-
gether a $15.5 billion bill. But in light
of September 11, I strongly believe that
the fundamental assumptions regard-
ing how best to safeguard U.S. national
security interests over the long term
require rethinking and reexamination.

As America undertakes a war on ter-
rorism, we must declare war on global
poverty as well, and we must do so be-
cause our national security demands
no less.

If we are going to win this war
against terrorism, we have to be will-
ing to invest in the lives and liveli-
hoods of the people of the developing
world. For it is the poverty and the re-
sulting political instability and insti-
tutional weakness of developing coun-
tries, many of them failed or near
failed states, which provide the eco-
system in which terrorists, terrorist
operations, terrorist recruitment, and
terrorist organizations are able to
flourish.

The World Bank estimates that 1.2
billion residents of poor nations live on
less than $1 a day. In South Asia alone,
more than 550 million people, 40 per-
cent of the total population, live on
less than $1 a day. In sub-Saharan Afri-
ca it is close to 50 percent of the popu-
lation. I know the Chair is eminently
familiar with this. Close to 50 percent
of the population—that is, 291 million
people, or more than the entire popu-
lation of the United States—live in
that abject, grinding poverty.

All in all, about 2.8 million people,
half of the world’s population, live in
poverty, getting by on $2 a day. That is
less than a cappuccino at Starbucks.

The Food and Agricultural Organiza-
tion of the United Nations estimates
that nearly 800 million people in the
developing world are undernourished,
1.2 billion lack access to safe drinking
water, 2.9 billion have inadequate ac-
cess to sanitation, and over 1 billion
people are either unemployed or under-
employed.

For all too many of these people,
there is precious little hope in their
daily life, and they experience a world
in which progress or betterment is vir-
tually impossible.

Yet, as a recent Congressional Budg-
et Office study on the role of foreign
aid and development reports: ‘‘U.S.
spending on foreign aid has fluctuated
from year to year but has been on a
downward path since the 1960s.’’

In 1962, the United States spent more
than 3 percent of the budget outlays on

foreign assistance. Today, as I noted, it
is barely six-tenths of 1 percent. This is
unconscionable. Interestingly enough,
people do not understand this. I often
ask people: How much do you think the
foreign operations budget is as a per-
cent of the overall budget? Some will
say 5 percent, some will say 10 percent,
some will say 15 percent, but nobody
says less than 1 percent.

Yet that is the fact. The United
States spends less than $30 a year for
each of its citizens helping those in the
developing world, compared with a me-
dian per capita contribution of $70 by
other industrialized nations. This has
not always been the case and, I would
argue, it is also not becoming of Amer-
ica’s position and role in the world.

Between 1950 and 1968, the United
States contributed more than half of
the official development assistance
provided by countries in the OECD De-
velopment Assistance Committee, and
by 1978 we were contributing less than
a third. By 1998, it was less than a
sixth, where it languishes today.

Some would question why this mat-
ters, or they would argue that it is the
responsibility of others, not us, to ad-
dress these development needs.

The short answer is that it matters
because development assistance is a
critical tool for the protection and pro-
motion of U.S. interests around the
globe. It matters because poverty leads
to financial instability, infectious dis-
ease, environmental degradation, ille-
gal immigration, drugs, narcotic traf-
ficking, and it fuels the hatred of
‘‘have-not’’ nations for the ‘‘have’’ na-
tions, of which the United States heads
the list.

Although not the sole cause of per-
ceived grievances in an increasingly
unequal and increasingly globalized
world, poverty is a principal cause of
human suffering, and the political in-
stability that results as well.

In its worst form, poverty creates the
political, social, economic, and institu-
tional instability and chaos that leads
to failed states, zones of anarchy, and
lawlessness, with semi-legitimate gov-
ernments, or no real functioning gov-
ernment, which are unable to offer
their people a positive vision of the fu-
ture and instead utilize the United
States as a scapegoat for their hope-
lessness.

It matters because into the void of
failed states, and lives without hope or
the prospect for betterment, step ter-
rorists, fanatics, extremists, and others
who take advantage of these situations
for their own ends.

If a state is unable to educate its
young, terrorists and extremists will
only be too happy to indoctrinate the
young, poisoning their minds. If a
country is unable to offer young men
or women the prospect of a job and
self-respect, terrorists, fanatics, and
extremists are more than happy to
offer conspiracy theories to explain
misfortune and offer alternative em-
ployment in their criminal enterprises.
And if a government is unable to offer

its people a positive prospect for the
future, terrorists or fanatics are able
to offer their own distorted view of the
world and twisted vision of the future.

It matters because poverty creates
the swamp in which the terrorists find
protection and sustenance, and it mat-
ters in short because our national secu-
rity interests and the lives and safety
of our citizens depend on us recog-
nizing this. It matters, I strongly be-
lieve, because self-interest aside, the
United States has a strong moral glob-
al obligation, especially in cases such
as Afghanistan and now Pakistan, to
provide assistance to those who have
helped us in the past and who stand
with us today in this war on terrorism.

Foreign assistance and development
assistance are valuable elements in our
toolbox to respond to the events of
September 11, and in cases where diplo-
macy or military force cannot be used,
they may be the only tools available.

When nations who are friends or al-
lies of the United States were subject
to terrorist attacks prior to September
11, all too often the U.S. reaction was
to bemoan the rough neighborhood in
which these nations live and shrug our
shoulders as if nothing could be done.
But September 11 proved with startling
clarity all of the globe is a neighbor-
hood today, our neighborhood, and we
must see what can be done; for if we
continue to do nothing, it is at our
peril.

I would not argue that the United
States should waste foreign assistance
spending on ineffective programs, or on
projects where rampant corruption pre-
vents us from assuring that our assist-
ance reaches those in need.

But a report last year by the Over-
seas Development Council suggests
that many aid programs have been suc-
cessful. They have contributed to ad-
vances in public health, sanitation, and
education.

As a first step in this new war on
global poverty, then, it is critical that
the government, private foundations,
and nongovernmental organizations
come together to identify areas where
increased spending can make a dif-
ference, especially in the world’s poor-
est regions. This review must also look
at what government and private vol-
untary donors have learned about how
to make delivery of assistance more ef-
fective.

This evaluation should also extend to
the activities of the World Bank, the
International Monetary Fund, and
other multilateral development and
lending institutions. Where these insti-
tutions need to be reformed, and I be-
lieve they do, their activities should be
redefined today.

Once this evaluation is complete, I
believe it is critical we reverse the past
two decades of a downward trend in
U.S. foreign assistance spending and
dramatically increase funding, includ-
ing that channeled through founda-
tions and nongovernmental organiza-
tions.
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According to the U.N. Development

Program, some $40 billion a year—re-
member, we are at $15 billion—would
provide water and sanitation, reproduc-
tive health, basic health and nutrition,
and basic education for all in need in
the developing world.

To help meet our share of this need,
I believe and propose we triple the for-
eign assistance budget within 5 years,
bringing it back up to what it was be-
fore, roughly, and this is still a meager
amount, 0.3 percent of gross domestic
product. I fully believe such an in-
crease in United States foreign assist-
ance spending would be leveraged by
increases in assistance contributions
by other potential public and private
donors.

In addition to traditional economic
development programs, our renewed
focus on fighting international poverty
must also focus on the creation of pub-
lic goods, democratic institutions, rule
of law, functioning and legitimate edu-
cational systems which allow public
and economic progress and growth to
take root and flourish.

The image of ‘‘draining the swamp’’
of terrorists has become a common-
place metaphor, but the metaphor has
its limits. The environmental elements
which contribute to the germination
and flourishing of terrorists and ex-
tremists cannot, in fact, simply be
drained away. Indeed, I am worried
that if we do not act wisely and address
every dimension and level of this war
on terrorism we run the risk of fueling
a new generation of terrorists.

Rather, we must adopt a long-term,
carefully crafted strategy to reduce
and perhaps even eliminate factors
such as global poverty, which underlie
and foster terrorism. So I call upon my
colleagues to recognize that such long-
term efforts are as much a part of the
burden of global leadership and the war
on terrorism as cruise missiles and air-
craft carriers. Meeting this obligation
of leadership demands and requires a
serious, long-term commitment of the
necessary resources by the United
States.

As one Senator, I am prepared to
make that commitment and I hope my
colleagues are as well.

I yield the floor.
AMENDMENT NO. 1940

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I
send an amendment to the desk, and I
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from California (Mrs. BOXER),
for herself and Mr. BROWNBACK, proposes an
amendment numbered 1940.

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con-
sent reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate

regarding the important role of women in
the future reconstruction of Afghanistan)
At the appropriate place, add the fol-

lowing:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE
IMPORTANT ROLE OF WOMEN IN
THE FUTURE RECONSTRUCTION OF
AFGHANISTAN.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that:
(1) Prior to the rise of the Taliban in 1996,

women throughout Afghanistan enjoyed
greater freedoms, compromising 70 percent
of school teachers, 50 percent of civilian gov-
ernment workers, and 40 percent of doctors
in Kabul.

(2) In Taliban-controlled areas of Afghani-
stan, women have been banished from the
work force, schools have been closed to girls
and women expelled from universities,
women have been prohibited from leaving
their homes unless accompanied by a close
male relative, and publicly visible windows
of women’s houses have been ordered to be
painted black.

(3) In Taliban-controlled areas of Afghani-
stan, women have been forced to wear the
burqa (or chadari)—which completely
shrouds the body, leaving only a small mesh-
covered opening through which to see.

(4) In Taliban-controlled areas of Afghani-
stan, women and girls have been prohibited
from being examined by male physicians
whole at the same time, most female doctors
and nurses have been prohibited from work-
ing.

(5) In Taliban-controlled areas of Afghani-
stan, women have been brutally beaten, pub-
licly flogged, and killed for violating Taliban
decrees.

(6) The United States and the United Na-
tions have never recognized the Taliban as
the legitimate government of Afghanistan,
in part, because of their horrific treatment
of women and girls.

(7) Afghan women and children now make
up 75 percent of the millions of Afghan refu-
gees living in neighboring countries in sub-
standard conditions with little food and vir-
tually no clean water or sanitation.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—

(1) Afghan women organizations must be
included in planning the future reconstruc-
tion of Afghanistan.

(2) Future governments in Afghanistan
should work to achieve the following goals:

(A) The effective participation of women in
all civil, economic, and social life.

(B) The right of women to work.
(C) The right of women and girls to an edu-

cation without discrimination and the re-
opening of schools to women and girls at all
levels of education.

(D) The freedom of movement of women
and girls.

(E) Equal access of women and girls to
health facilities.

Mrs. BOXER. For the benefit of my
colleagues, I will not take but about 7
minutes on this and one other amend-
ment dealing with suicide bombing,
both of which I believe will be adopted.
I will be very brief and ask my col-
leagues’ indulgence.

Madam President, I know you are
very well aware of the women in Af-
ghanistan under the rule of the
Taliban. I give praise to this organiza-
tion called Fund for the Feminist Ma-
jority that brought this issue to my at-
tention several years ago. I was un-
aware of what the Taliban were, what
they were doing to women. My friends
came to see me and not only told me
about the abuses of the Taliban toward
women but they also told me the
women were forced to wear these
burqas, dehumanizing them, taking
away every semblance of humanity
from the women.

Therefore, what we try to do in this
amendment after we detail the condi-
tion of women, which the clerk read so
beautifully, we talk about the fact
they have to wear the burqas which
completely shroud their body, leaving
only a small mesh-covered opening
through which to see. Americans have
seen that on TV. Women are com-
pletely obscured. If you try on one of
those burqas, you can barely breathe.

We know women in Taliban-con-
trolled areas of Afghanistan have been
prohibited from being examined by
male physicians while, at the same
time, most female doctors and nurses
have been prohibited from working. We
know women have been brutally beaten
and publicly flogged, even executed,
and we have seen that on CNN on an in-
credible documentary called ‘‘From Be-
neath The Veil.’’

Senator BROWNBACK and I in this
amendment say it is the sense of the
Senate that Afghan women organiza-
tions must be included in planning for
the future reconstruction of Afghani-
stan and that the goal of the new gov-
ernment should be equality for all.

That is all I have to say about this
amendment. I ask it be laid aside, and
I ask to call up my second amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1941

Mrs. BOXER. I send the amendment
to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER]
proposes an amendment numbered 1941.
(Purpose: Condemning suicide bombings as a

terrorist act)

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE CONDEMNING

SUICIDE BOMBINGS AS A TERRORIST
ACT.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that:
(1) Suicide bombings have killed and in-

jured countless people throughout the world.
(2) Suicide bombings and the resulting

death and injury demean the importance of
human life.

(3) There are no circumstances under
which suicide bombings can be justified, in-
cluding considerations of a political, philo-
sophical, ideological, racial, ethnic, religious
or other similar nature.

(4) Religious leaders, including the highest
Muslim authority in Saudi Arabia, the
Grand Mufti, have spoken out against sui-
cide bombings.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—

(1) Suicide bombings are a horrific form of
terrorism that must be universally con-
demned.

(2) The United Nations should specifically
condemn all suicide bombings by resolution.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I
think this amendment is very clear. As
far as we can tell, the United Nations
has never passed a specific resolution
condemning suicide bombings, nor has
the Senate done it, as far as I can tell.
This would be important. Religious
leaders of all kinds have basically said
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there is never a political reason, a phil-
osophical reason, an ideological reason,
a racial, ethnic, or religious reason, no
reason for someone to become a suicide
bomber. It demeans life.

I am very hopeful the managers of
the bill will accept this amendment. I
have no need to speak any longer on it
except to say I am hopeful it will be
passed.

I ask the Presiding Officer if it is ap-
propriate because I want to make sure
the amendment is disposed of—if it is
appropriate to ask for the yeas and
nays or simply to lay it aside at this
time; what is appropriate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator can do either.

Mrs. BOXER. I ask this amendment
be laid aside. In doing so, I have two
amendments laid aside, one dealing
with the Afghan women and one deal-
ing with suicide bombings. I thank my
colleagues for their forbearance. I am
pleased to be on the Foreign Relations
Committee where I have an oppor-
tunity to work on these matters.

I thank my Republican friend, and I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
ALLEN be added as the original cospon-
sor of the suicide bombing amendment.
I thank him and Senator BROWNBACK
for working with me on both issues.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment is laid aside.

The Senator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Before the Senator

from California leaves, I wonder if she
would put me on the two amendments,
and I thank the Senator for recog-
nizing I have been waiting. I do appre-
ciate the brevity.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank my colleague. I
am very proud to ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator DOMENICI as an origi-
nal cosponsor of both amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

WORKING TOGETHER

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
come to the floor today to talk about
history, but strangely enough, short
history—the last 31⁄2 to 4 weeks. Be-
cause so much has happened in that pe-
riod of time, I am firmly of the opinion
today that while we will return to
some level of normalcy and we will all
begin to understand what has changed
in the world, we all found out in a
short period of time what kind of peo-
ple terrorists are and what they will
do. Americans can hardly understand
how somebody would organize people—
having no country, no real habitat,
with no concern except to wreak havoc
on those they do not like. We live in
that new bubble.

I rise today to urge that we continue
one other important thing. I believe we
have a long-time reputation of being
the body wherein issues are argued, de-
bates can even go on forever. What we
did immediately after that New York
disaster, when the terrorists showed
their true light to the Americans, was

we decided in the Congress we would
not conduct business as usual. Some-
thing rather magnificent happened.
The public perceives us completely dif-
ferently. We, too, have changed in their
opinion because we lock arms on big
issues, we work very hard behind the
scenes with experts. We come to the
floor and, with a minimum of debate,
we pass important measures.

That has been one of the most sig-
nificant signals to our own people and
to the terrorists of the world, that we
can adjust this great Republic to the
modern problems, the problems we
never, ever, anticipated, even 2 years
ago, much less when our Constitution
and Bill of Rights were written.

I think something is going awry, that
maybe this unity is falling apart or
breaking. I am hearing leadership offer
their own proposals. Just yesterday I
heard the majority leader, who I
thought was doing a magnificent job
joining with Republicans, introducing
a reconciliation package. I thought we
were going to work the big issues to-
gether.

I urge that we return to that mode
and during the next 4 to 6 weeks, or
however long we want to spend, we
complete some very fundamental work
and we get on with a few packages that
will indicate we need to do something
new and different. That way, we would
not have either the tremendous buildup
and pressure of not being able to get
things done, nor would we have a can-
tankerous partisan debate over mat-
ters that could easily be resolved, as
we resolved the first four or five bills of
importance when New York was still
on fire and the Pentagon was still
steaming because we hadn’t put out
the fires deep inside the beaten-upon
building that was a symbol of our
strength.

I also want to say something else is
happening which makes this a very dif-
ficult burden for our President, for us,
and for the American people. First I
commend the President. I think he has
done a tremendous job. I believe he
leads not only us but I think right-
minded people everywhere, although
they all have different political prob-
lems. They are seeing America, now,
under his leadership, presenting a real
opportunity for the world to get rid of
terrorism. They are joining us, not one
or two a day, but in flocks; the coun-
tries of the world are joining us.

Maybe from this will come a new
world order. Who knows? I said that a
few weeks ago. The father of this Presi-
dent came into office saying he wanted
to work for a new world order. Things
got out of hand. The new President did
not claim that. But, because of the
courage, tenacity, faith, he is leading
the Nation to a whole new set of alli-
ances, all of which I see as very posi-
tive.

It seems to me Russia and America
may come out very differently as a re-
sult of this incident. It also seems to
me that a number of countries that
were not willing to join us are looking

around and saying: We would like to
help America.

Most of what I have just said indi-
cates a desire to unite and work to-
gether. What a joy to see all Members,
Democrat and Republican—mayor Re-
publican, Governor Republican, Sen-
ators Democrat—go to New York City.
There wasn’t anybody there trying to
get their way. They were trying to get
together and get something going for
the people of New York and for our
country. Again, unity paid off in really
big dividends.

We don’t usually think of our lead-
ers, under our evolved two-party sys-
tem, in a way that says, if you will just
unite, you will do the best thing you
can for our people. But I think that is
happening. That has taken a back seat
because today we are talking about an-
thrax, and we are learning. I want to
compliment all the professionals who
worked on it. I really believe they did
the very best they could under the cir-
cumstances. I compliment them all.

We are learning brand new things
even about this particular microorga-
nism. We are learning that maybe it is
spread easier than we had learned in
the textbooks and that the scientists
said. Maybe you can aerosol it much
easier than we thought. We thought
that was a very difficult thing. We
thought it required very efficient kinds
of equipment and tremendous re-
sources. It still may. We don’t have the
answer yet. But I don’t believe we
ought to start arguing among ourselves
about this particular problem. I think
we ought to also join together, listen
to our experts, and if we need to do
some more things quickly, let’s do
them. Let’s not run to see who is going
to get credit. Let’s not try to put bill
upon bill just to spend money.

I want to remind everyone we are
down to about $50 billion in surplus
from $176 billion just 5 or 6 weeks ago,
and this is the surplus we didn’t even
want to touch. It is the accumulated
surplus that was all going to go on the
debt. We are down to $50 billion or so,
but we see the bills people are pro-
posing under the rubric of stimulus
plus expansion of social welfare pro-
grams. I trace our longer history, not
just 3 weeks, and find we never did try
to expand those programs in our seri-
ous recessions before. They were taken
up in due course, not as a stimulus, not
as an emergency. That has to do with
COBRA and other programs at which
we are looking.

But I think we have to face up to the
reality that every night we are looking
at Afghanistan on the television, try-
ing to figure out how are we doing,
whose side is winning, what is hap-
pening, and here at home we are engag-
ing our best scientists in this dread ill-
ness. This illness comes from a product
that is very common. I think the Sen-
ator in the chair knows that out west,
where we have a lot of cows and pens
for cows and the like, these spores are
prevalent everywhere. In my State, in
northern New Mexico, there are many
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of them. We treat them properly, give
them their proper respect, and they
don’t go anywhere because people ei-
ther take antibiotics or take treat-
ment, and we go on with our lives.

But the overhanging problem is the
American economy. When it is flour-
ishing, we can do almost anything.
When it is coming down and in reces-
sion, it has a tendency to harm an
awful lot of people. The cycle in Amer-
ican capitalism, which nobody has
cured yet, when it starts coming down
and unemployment goes up and the
other things that we know about come
about—obviously, productivity is not
growing like it was, many people are
put out of work, many businesses go
bankrupt, many families have to ask
the Government to help because,
through no fault of their own, they
can’t be employed. We can’t order them
to be employed, if we want to use the
great system that has built this coun-
try to its enormous material power-
house status.

I want to say the third thing we have
on our platter makes it a very big plat-
ter. Three big things sit there, strain-
ing America: There is a war that is dif-
ferent from any we had, and there is a
human commitment by the American
people, in spite of its difference, de-
spite its ferocity, despite the risks we
have to take—it is amazing, the Amer-
ican people, in excess of 90 percent, say
stay with it; go get them. It is amazing
that they say America is on the right
path.

We always ask, are we on the right
path or the wrong path? This is one
time we have been united and they
know we are on the right path when it
comes to this war. Americans, given
the facts, although they are a little
more frightened than they have been in
the past, will support an appropriate,
righteous cause.

We are not without fault. But cer-
tainly we do not deserve, either from
our own citizens or from people in the
world, some of the things said about
America. We are flourishing because
we have a great system. And we have
not destroyed our own system. We have
lived with it, made it grow, and when
things had to change, they changed
peacefully and parties got new agendas
for their candidates and we established
new things to make America grow.
When America grows, we can do much
more for education, we can do more for
all the things that we cherish, and we
can give our taxpayers a little bit of
the empathy they need so they can
grow and prosper.

So far, as I look at it, it seems to me
we are going to wake up in 3 or 4 weeks
when we get some new economic num-
bers. I regret saying I think there will
be a new headline. The headline will be:
America In Recession. Those speaking
about it are saying we don’t know
quite how to fix it. I have sensed that
for quite some time. I added my own
economics that I do, having worked
with a lot of these people, had con-
versations, and then we look for some

big facts. I just want to share one that
is very startling, and that has to do
with a very important characteristic of
our economy—industrial production.

The problem is that industrial pro-
duction figures that were released just
1 week ago yesterday morning—we are
down 1 percent in the month of Sep-
tember. This year alone, that great
measure of our productivity, and of our
production, will be down 6 percent.
That is as much as it went down in the
entire 1990–1991 recession.

Put another way: This is the 12th
consecutive month of that kind of de-
cline. This is the longest decline in in-
dustrial production since World War II.
I understand it doesn’t have all of the
significance it had during this period
since World War II. It has been pushed
aside as a major indicator by some
other things. But it is still a major
one.

I believe our mission is simple: Get
together on the appropriations bills, no
excuses, unite, have our leaders unite,
and let’s get them done. Let’s just say
it ought not be an excuse big enough to
deny our desire to work together in a
unified way to get the ordinary busi-
ness done. I think when we were begin-
ning to move, our buildings were closed
down. Who would have thought of that?
Nonetheless, that is the case.

We are trying to find ways to work
even though the buildings are not quite
accommodating. We are getting there.
We are forcing some accommodations
so we can do our work.

In addition, we have to finish up the
work of an appropriations bill that ap-
propriates money which we put in, in
the early days for New York and for de-
fense. Remember that we passed that
to send a signal and to appropriate the
money, but we said it is subject to a
new appropriations bill. That has to be
done. That requires unity. That re-
quires Senators and Congressmen to
give up some things and get on with a
package with consensus, and then
unite together and say let’s do it. Some
say it was too big a package. We will
have to add a lot. Let’s just say that
considering America’s future and what
we are, the worst thing would be for us
to not do what we have promised to do.
The second worst is to not continue on
with evaluations and then pass laws
and appropriations to fill some very se-
rious holes we have—clearly in the
medical area, biomedical, and
chemical.

In terms of our country, we were at
war in a sense, but we really didn’t un-
derstand the significance of biological
and chemical warfare. We weren’t as
well prepared. But whom do you want
to blame for that? Some people are now
beginning to ask. There have been Sen-
ators, House Members, and Presidents
who have spoken to terrorism. They
have spoken to the issue of biological
and chemical warfare. But I can tell
you from our own experience on one
bill. We passed a bill that is commonly
known as Nunn-Lugar-Domenici which
is now in 126 cities with $670 million a

year. It takes the first responders, fire,
policemen, and medical teams; it orga-
nizes them so they move in harmony
again, in unity.

It was very hard during the first 2 or
3 years to get cities to willingly par-
ticipate. There is no criticism, but
they did not like the idea because they
did not want to let their people think
they were subject to any real problems
from outside. It took 3 years to get the
program implemented. It took the U.S.
Government’s executive branch to di-
vide it into three parts instead of in
unity. It is implemented by three dif-
ferent Departments of our Govern-
ment. Obviously, we learn about that
now. We are in trouble. We are going to
seek unity of purpose with reference
thereto.

I also suggest that the economy
needs an economic stimulus plan. I re-
mind everyone, this economy is fal-
tering. I don’t believe we should be the
first as Senators from different States
that may have problems to run and say
we need to pay for a new program.
Every program and every tax proposal
ought to be subject to that. Let’s con-
sider it. How does it help the economy
grow? I think if it doesn’t, it ought to
be on another calendar. We don’t know
with precision, but we know pretty
well that a bridge construction pro-
gram that comes into effect 3 or 4
years from now may be a good program
because we need bridges, but it is not
an economic stimulus package. I think
we have come to the conclusion that
highway bridges and like programs, if
we need them, are good programs, but
for the most part they are not pro-
grams that will accelerate the growth
in this economy. Instead of everybody
going to the wall on that, that can be
organized and talked about.

We can get on with doing what we
don’t do so well. But we have done
marvelously well for the last 5 or 6
weeks to commit to the American peo-
ple that until we finish our business,
including a stimulus package, if we can
do it, we are going to lock arms and
finish on an upbeat note that says we
are united to do what we can about this
terrible new enemy. We are absolutely
committed to give our President what
he needs militarily, and we encourage
him to follow them to their demise.

To the extent we have additional
stimulus ideas, we ought to take a
good look to see if we can do them to-
gether. If it is OK, we can then come in
the next year. We don’t have to do ev-
erything in the next 3 or 4 weeks. We
will learn a lot about this problem in
the next 5 or 6 weeks. Instead of pass-
ing bills, we will have some very re-
fined examinations and appraisals of
our problems.

For instance, everybody always hears
me talk about the laboratories that do
our nuclear work. The people who visit
them say they are crown jewels in
terms of research capacity. I think it
still shocks people to know that, for in-
stance, in this area that has to do with
this biological enemy that we are
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fighting now, those two laboratories
combined in expertise, if not the para-
mount source of evidence, are the para-
mount source of definition about these
spores. That happens to be a program
they have in place, and they are being
called upon now to be some of the ex-
perts to resolve some of these unknown
issues. We have to help put all of those
together to work in unison under our
new manager of domestic problems, a
wonderful former Governor, Governor
Ridge.

I close by saying to the Senators
from both sides of the aisle, House
Members and those who are in close
contact with our Members, let’s get
back to where we were and seek unity;
let’s try to lock arms and get our basic
job done, the extraordinary work done,
and do it in such a way that Americans
can continue to feel what they feel
about this Government. They totally
support our President. They think we
are better than we have ever been. I
don’t think we need to fight when we
have an enemy that will just capitalize
on anything going on in our country
that is tearing at us. They think they
are going to cause that. We ought to do
just the opposite.

Thank you for the privilege of speak-
ing today. I yield the floor.

f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS EXPORT FI-
NANCING AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2002—Continued

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, is
there an amendment pending?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are two amendments that have been
set aside.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I
know the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky is off the floor. So I will not
move any action while he is gone.

I wish to urge Senators who have
amendments to come forward. There is
no reason this bill cannot be finished.
Even if we finish it fairly soon, I hope
Members of the Senate will realize the
importance of this bill.

I remember coming to the Senate at
a time when so many would talk about
foreign aid as some kind of a massive
giveaway. People would ask, What have
these countries done to help us? Why
are we sending money there? Fortu-
nately, at that time we had people such
as Senator Mike Mansfield, a happy
memory in the Senate, and people who
preceded the Presiding Officer, Senator
Jacob Javits on the Republican side
who knew how important these pro-
grams were.

Of course, you can argue that there
are a whole number of reasons. We are
the wealthiest, most powerful nation
history has ever known. You could
speak to the moral reasons we should
be helping other countries. We could
talk about what it does for our secu-
rity interests. If we bring about sta-
bility in other parts of the world, we
help democracy flourish. We would
help the middle class build up in areas

that otherwise were prone to over-
throws of governments, instability, re-
bellions.

I think of some of the programs that
Members of this body have proposed—
not necessarily on this bill but others—
the School Lunch Program for Africa
that former Senator Dole and former
Senator McGovern proposed.

I recall last year being down at the
White House when they discussed this
with President Clinton, and the inter-
esting points brought out. They were
talking about countries where families
could not feed their children any way,
not mentioning anything about edu-
cating them.

But if we help those countries have a
school lunch program, something that
costs us a tiny fraction of what we
spend on foreign aid, then children
could go to school and learn. But also
in a lot of these countries where girls
do not go to school, where only the
boys go to school, some of the families
said: Wait a minute. If we can feed our
daughters as well as our sons, we will
be able to do that.

Now, what has happened in doing
that is we not only benefit those coun-
tries, but we can benefit the people
there. We carry out the moral aspects
of our foreign aid bill. But then we also
have money in this bill for health care,
not only the health care of the people
in these other countries, but there is a
provision which would allow us to build
up the medical infrastructure of other
nations to get rid of possibly another
Ebola plague, to have an early warning
system when one is existing so the
country can act to stop it.

Now, this is not just altruism. There
is no disease anywhere in the world
that is more than an airplane trip or a
postage stamp away from our own
country. If we can help countries fight
these diseases within their own bor-
ders, not only do they help those peo-
ple but they help all the rest of us.

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
STABENOW). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1942 THROUGH 1948, EN BLOC

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I
have discussed this with Senator
MCCONNELL. We have a number of
amendments I will just briefly de-
scribe.

There is one by Senator HELMS on
Venezuela, one by Senator MCCONNELL
and myself on development credit au-
thority, another Leahy-McConnell
amendment on MDB authorizations, a
McConnell-Leahy amendment on docu-
mentation center, an amendment by
Senator MCCONNELL on nuclear safety,
a Mikulski amendment on small busi-
ness, and a Gordon Smith amendment
on religious freedom. Also, there are

two previously offered amendments by
Senator BOXER; one is on Afghan recon-
struction and one is on suicide bomb-
ings.

I ask unanimous consent that it be in
order to send all the amendments to
the desk; that they be considered to be
in order; that they be considered en
bloc, and they be adopted en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The amendments (Nos. 1942 through

1948), en bloc, were agreed to, as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT NO. 1942

On page 142, line 21, after the colon, insert
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the
amount appropriated under this heading, up
to $2,000,000 should be made available to sup-
port democracy-building activities in Ven-
ezuela:’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1943

On page 130, line 4, strike ‘‘September 30,
2003’’, and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘expended’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1944

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new section:

AUTHORIZATIONS

SEC. . The Secretary of the Treasury may,
to fullfill commitments of the United States,
contribute on behalf of the United States to
the seventh replenishment of the resources
of the Asian Development Fund, a special
fund of the Asian Development Bank, and to
the fifth replenishment of the resources of
the International Fund for Agriculture De-
velopment. The following amounts are au-
thorized to be appropriated without fiscal
year limitation for payment by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury: $412,000,000 for the
Asian Development Fund and $30,000,000 for
the International Fund for Agricultural De-
velopment.

AMENDMENT NO. 1945

On page 133, line 8 insert before the period:
‘‘: Provided further, That of the funds appro-
priated under this heading, not less than
$250,000 should be made available for assist-
ance for the Documentation Center of Cam-
bodia: Provided further, That no later than 60
days after the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of State shall report to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations on a 3-year fund-
ing strategy for the Documentation Center
of Cambodia’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1946

(Purpose: Technical amendment)
On page 136, line 24 strike ‘‘$25,000,000’’ and

insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$35,000,000’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1947

On page 190, between line 14 and 15, insert
the following new subsection:

(f) SMALL BUSINESS.—In entering into mul-
tiple award indefinite-quantity contracts
with funds appropriated by this Act, the
United States Agency for International De-
velopment may provide an exception to the
fair opportunity process for placing task or-
ders under such contracts when the order is
placed with any category of small or small
disadvantaged business.

AMENDMENT NO. 1948

(Purpose: To restrict the availability of
funds for the Government of the Russian
Federation unless certain conditions are
met)
On page 232, between lines 23 and 24, insert

the following:

VerDate 13-OCT-2001 04:23 Oct 25, 2001 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00018 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G24OC6.033 pfrm02 PsN: S24PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S10925October 24, 2001
DISCRIMINATION AGAINST MINORITY RELIGIOUS

FAITHS IN THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION

SEC. 581. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
made available for the Government of the
Russian Federation after the date that is 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, unless the President determines and
certifies in writing to the Committee on Ap-
propriations and the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate and the Committee
on Appropriations and the Committee on
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives that the Government of the
Russian Federation has not implemented
any statute, executive order, regulation, or
other similar government action that would
discriminate, or would have as its principal
effect discrimination, against religious
groups or religious communities in the Rus-
sian Federation in violation of accepted
international agreements on human rights
and religious freedoms to which the Russian
Federation is a party.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
as a freshman Senator in 1997, I offered
an amendment to the foreign oper-
ations bill that predicated foreign aid
to the Russian Federation on the im-
plementation of a new law restricting
religious freedom in Russia. That law,
passed by the Russian Duma on July 4,
1997, had the potential of severely re-
stricting freedom of religion in Russia.
The bill was ironically titled ‘‘on free-
dom of conscience and on religious as-
sociations.’’

That bill was eventually signed into
law—a law that required religious
groups to register with the State and
submit their religious doctrines and
practices to scrutiny by a commission
of experts with the power to deny reli-
gious status. Without this status, these
groups would lose the rights to rent or
own property, employ religious work-
ers or conduct charitable and edu-
cational activities. Clearly that law in
Russia and its implementation would
have a grave impact on religious free-
dom in that country.

I am happy to report that my 1997
amendment passed the Senate 95 to 4. I
would also note that both the bill man-
agers, Senators LEAHY and MCCONNELL,
voted in favor of this amendment and I
thank them for their support.

In following years this amendment
was included as part of the foreign op-
erations bill. This year it was not. I
rise today to offer this same amend-
ment again and understand that it will
be accepted by the managers of this
bill sometime today during its consid-
eration.

In my years in the Senate I have re-
mained vigilant on the issue of reli-
gious freedom. The Foreign Relations
Committee has held yearly hearings on
religious freedom abroad—especially
what is going on in the Russian Fed-
eration. I also host, with the Depart-
ment of State, a series of yearly round-
table discussions on religious freedom.

These roundtable discussions are at-
tended by members of each religious
community impacted by this new law
in Russia and by various State Depart-
ment and NSC officials that are respon-
sible for religious freedom abroad.

As the years went by and the reg-
istration period closed regarding reli-
gions, it was felt by all those inter-
ested in religious freedom in that coun-
try that this amendment was a positive
influence on how the new Russian law
was implemented.

It let the Russian Government know
that Americans cared about freedom of
religion in Russia—that the eyes of the
world were upon the Russian Govern-
ment as it implemented the law on re-
ligions.

Although the amendment has never
been implemented—and each year aid
has gone out to the Russian Federa-
tion—the amendment’s influence and
impact has been positive and undeni-
able according to those religions ‘‘on
the ground’’ in Russia.

In general many of the problems ini-
tially have worked themselves out
under this new law. Many of the prob-
lems with denials of registration or
persecution have occurred in the far
reaches of the Russian Federation. The
conventional wisdom regarding imple-
mentation of that law is that persecu-
tion occurs abroad—the farther away
from Moscow and the centralized gov-
ernment, the greater the risk is for re-
ligious intolerance.

But even in Moscow there is a re-
quirement of vigilance. And I am happy
to report that this body has been vigi-
lant on this issue—especially regarding
the old problem of anti-Semitism in
Russia. Some might say that we
shouldn’t single out Russia regarding
this issue. I would agree—we should
fight anti-Semitism in every nation in-
cluding our own.

Because I believe that how a nation
treats the sons and daughters of Israel
is a bellweather for tolerance.

I would like to submit for the
RECORD letters from years past that al-
most all of my colleagues signed re-
garding their concerns over the rise in
anti-Semitism in Russia. Each of these
letters contain 98 to 99 signatures—vir-
tually all of the Senate was united on
this issue.

I firmly believe that this language is
needed again this year. I would also
like to submit for the RECORD a letter
from NCSJ—advocates on behalf of
Jews in Russia, Ukraine, the Baltic
States and Eurasia. NCSJ is the lead-
ing advocate for the plight and well-
being of the Jewish community in Rus-
sia.

NCSJ’s executive director, Mark
Levin, writes:

We wish to underline NCSJ’s support for
your amendment to condition certain assist-
ance to the Russian Federation on
verification by President Bush that the Rus-
sian Government has no way acted to re-
strict freedom of religion as guaranteed by
international commitments and treaties.

. . . the 1997 law on religion, under which
‘‘non-traditional’’ groups must register with
government authorities, has continued to
generate misunderstandings, difficulties and
intimidation.

The Russian law, among other
things, limits the activities of foreign
missionaries and grants unregistered

‘‘religious groups’’ fewer rights than
accredited Russian religious organiza-
tions such as the Russian Orthodox
Church, Islam, Judaism and Buddhism.
This law if poorly implemented, could
also sharply restrict the activities of
foreign missionaries in Russia.

The Russian Government should per-
mit foreign missionaries to enter and
reside in Russia—within the framework
of Russian law—and work with fellow
believers.

Furthermore, foreign missionaries
should be allowed to enjoy the reli-
gious freedom guaranteed Russian citi-
zens and legal residents by the Russian
constitution, OSCE commitments, and
other international agreements to
which Russia is signatory.

One of my own constituents, Pastor
Dan Pollard, is a missionary with a
church in the Russian far east—in a
town called Vanino. Pastor Pollard has
been continually harassed by local offi-
cials, many who cite the 1997 law as an
official reason for barring Pollard from
ministering.

I thank the managers again for ac-
cepting this amendment as part of the
foreign operations bill and hope that
this legislation sends a strong signal to
President Putin that human rights and
religious freedom are core American
values and we seek to share them with
all our friends and allies. However it
must be understood that American dol-
lars will not find their way to support
a country that treats freedom of reli-
gion in such a manner.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the
letters to which I previously referred.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON SOVIET
JEWRY,

Washington, DC, October 8, 2001.
Hon. GORDON SMITH,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SMITH: We wish to underline
NCSJ’s support for your amendment to con-
dition certain assistance to the Russian Fed-
eration on verification by President Bush
that the Russian government has in no way
acted to restrict freedom of religion as guar-
anteed by international commitments and
treaties.

We are encouraged that President Putin
continues to express public support for toler-
ance and pluralism. Nevertheless, some dis-
turbing trends toward intolerance and op-
pression remain of concern. In particular,
the 1997 Law on Relation, under which ‘‘non-
traditional’’ groups must register with gov-
ernment authorities, has continued to gen-
erate misunderstandings, difficulties and in-
timidation. Groups such as Jehovah’s Wit-
nesses and Evangelical Christians have had
financial assets and membership rolls con-
fiscated, and some have been subject to out-
right violence.

In addition, new incidents of anti-Semi-
tism have also arisen, affecting the Jewish
community. Judaism is, under Russian law,
a sanctioned (‘‘traditional’’) religion. Unfor-
tunately, at times local police response to
acts of hate against schools and synagogues
has been delayed. And, in October 2000, the
federal Interior Ministry conducted an ille-
gal, prolonged search of the Moscow Choral
Synagogue.
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We write in a spirit of cooperation and con-

cern for the fabric of Russian society. We be-
lieve Russia can and should be a country
that embraces and celebrates religious dif-
ferences. By monitoring progress toward un-
restricted religious liberty, we can help en-
sure that it will come to pass.

Thank you for your continuous leadership
in this cause.

Respectfully,
MARK B. LEVIN,

Executive Director.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, June 18, 1999.

President BORIS YELTSIN,
Russian Federation, The Kremlin,
Moscow, Russia.

DEAR PRESIDENT YELTSIN: We are writing
to you to express our serious concerns over
the rise in anti-Semitic rhetoric heard at
both the national and local levels of Russian
society and politics. We strongly believe that
the first line of defense against the growth of
anti-Semitism in your country is exposing
and condemning the hate-filled rhetoric at
all levels of contact between our two govern-
ments.

As you know, recent events and remarks in
Russia have marred this decade’s re-emer-
gence of Jewish life in post-communist Rus-
sia. The Russian Jewish community now
numbers upwards of one million, and the
opening of synagogues, schools and commu-
nity centers has been a bright counterpoint
to the centuries of violence and anti-Semitic
laws against the Russian Jewish community.
We strongly feel that the recent spate of
anti-Semitic rhetoric, in particular those
comments from Russian communist and ex-
tremist/nationalist political groups, should
be disavowed. In particular, the fascist extre-
mism exhibited by Alexander Barkashov’s
Russia National Unity Party is alarming in
its use of slanderous stereotyping and crude
scapegoating.

Recently, the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee’s Subcommittee on European Af-
fairs held a hearing on the rise of anti-Semi-
tism in Russia. This was not the first hear-
ing on this subject—in fact, the Senate held
hearings and considered resolutions regard-
ing the treatment of Jews in Tsarist Russia
as early as 1879. Over the years it has not
been unusual for the United States to act on
this subject, linking American foreign policy
with what should now be regarded as a cor-
nerstone of human rights policies in Russia.

While we support a strong effort to address
the economic difficulties in Russia and en-
courage the development of a strong, mar-
ket-oriented economy, we want you to know
that the United States also expects from
Russia a strong commitment to human
rights and religious freedom. As your coun-
try enters an election cycle, there may well
be temptations to sound ultra-nationalist
themes that attempt to blame the small
Jewish community for Russia’s problems.

President Yeltsin, we believe it is impera-
tive that you demonstrate, through your em-
phatic disagreement with those who espouse
anti-Semitism in Russia, your understanding
of the importance the Russian government
places upon religious freedom. The United
States predicates its support for democratic
institutions in Russia upon unwavering op-
position to anti-Semitism at any level, in
any form. While we are pleased by your ad-
ministration’s statements against anti-Sem-
itism, the horrific explosions near two of
Moscow’s largest synagogues on May 1st and
the recent attacks on the only synagogue in
Birobidzhan, are reason enough for further
vigorous and more public condemnation.

We hope you share our deep concern for
this issue and look forward to receiving your
response.

Sincerely,
Craig Thomas, Sam Brownback, Charles

Schumer, Joe Lieberman, Wayne Al-
lard, Paul D. Wellstone, Harry Reid,
Barbara Boxer, Peter G. Fitzgerald,
John Edwards, Bob Smith, Mike Crapo,
Rick Santorum, Chuck Robb, Susan
Collins, Ted Kennedy, Carl Levin, Jim
Inhofe.

Mitch McConnell, Jeff Bingaman, Bar-
bara A. Mikulski. Richard Shelby, Tim
Hutchinson, Jeff Sessions, Paul Cover-
dell, Arlen Specter, Russ Feingold,
Olympia Snowe, Richard H. Byron,
Strom Thurmond, Ben Nighthorse
Campbell, Jim Jeffords, Spencer Abra-
ham, George V. Voinovich, Blanche L.
Lincoln, Patty Murray, Patrick Leahy,
Mike DeWine, Mary L. Landrieu, Jim
Bunning, Pete V. Domenici, Herb Kohl,
Jack Reed, Frank H. Murkowski, Bob
Kerrey, John Breaux, Larry E. Craig,
Rod Grams.

Jesse Helms, Daniel K. Inouye, Dick Dur-
bin, John Warner, Kent Conrad, Tom
Daschle, Jon Kyl, Bill Roth, John F.
Kerry, Orrin Hatch, Chris Dodd, Slade
Gorton, Paul Sarbanes, Byron L. Dor-
gan, Robert Torricelli, Ron Wyden, Mi-
chael B. Enzi, Kit Bond, John Ashcroft,
John McCain, Evan Bayh, Connie
Mack, Max Baucus, Frank R. Lauten-
berg, Dick Lugar, Chuck Grassley, Jay
Rockefeller, Daniel K. Akaka, Dianne
Feinstein, Max Cleland.

Phil Gramm, Conrad Burns, Kay Bailey
Hutchison, Robert F. Bennett, Bob
Graham, Fritz Hollings, Daniel P. Moy-
nihan, Tim Johnson, Don Nickles,
Trent Lott, Bill Frist, Fred Thompson,
Ted Stevens, Tom Harkin, Thad Coch-
ran, Pat Roberts, John Chafee, Judd
Gregg, Robert C. Byrd.

U.S. SENATE
Washington, DC, March 9, 2000.

Hon. VLADIMIR PUTIN,
Acting President, Russian Federation, The

Kremlin, Moscow, Russia.
DEAR PRESIDENT PUTIN: As you assume

your new leadership position, we write to
you with hope for your success in leading
Russia through a newly prosperous and
democratic millennium. We are writing to
you, as we have to other Russian leaders, to
express our repeated concerns over the risk
in anti-Semitic rhetoric heard at both the
national and local levels of Russian society
and politics.

We strongly encourage you to make fight-
ing anti-Semitism one of the priorities of
your new administration. President Putin,
we believe it is imperative that you dem-
onstrate, through your emphatic disagree-
ment with those who espouse anti-Semitism
in Russia, your understanding of the impor-
tance the Russian government places upon
religious freedom. We understand that in
past discussions with both Russian and
American Jewish leaders you have expressed
your concern about anti-Semitism. We ap-
plaud your past comments and efforts and
urge you to take corresponding action in
keeping with your new position as acting
president.

The Russian Jewish community represents
a vibrant and active portion of the Russian
population. Though emigration has reduced
the community size in the past ten years,
the birth of democracy in the Russian Fed-
eration has also resulted in the opening of
new synagogues, schools and community
centers in Moscow, St. Petersburg and be-
yond. Currently there are almost 200 Jewish
organizations, institutions, and religious

communities in 75 cities and towns through-
out Russia. One hundred and fifteen schools
serve over 7,000 students, and Jewish organi-
zations publish 18 newspapers and journals.
This open and free blossoming of culture and
community will only benefit the Russian na-
tion and her people.

Anti-Semitism in Russia must not become
a weapon in the struggle for power by polit-
ical parties. Indecisive actions on the part of
the Russian government only further feed
the belief that hate is an allowable and inte-
gral component of political life. The hate-
filled rhetoric of a number of Communist
Party leaders, some of whom retain impor-
tant parliamentary positions, must be con-
demned by your strong deed and word. Fur-
ther, it is our belief, that the violence that
follows such hate, for example the May, 1999
Moscow synagogue bombings, must always
be strongly and loudly condemned in order
to avoid further violence in the future.

President Putin, last year ninety-nine out
of 100 United states Senators signed a letter
to President Yeltsin similar to this one. Few
issues in politics unite the United States
Senate more. As we wrote your predecessor,
we believe it is imperative that you dem-
onstrate, through your emphatic disagree-
ment with those who espouse anti-Semitism
in Russia, your understanding of the impor-
tance the Russian government places upon
religious freedom. The United States predi-
cates its support for democratic institutions
in Russia upon unwavering opposition to
anti-Semitism at any level, in any form.

We hope you share our deep concern for
this issue and look forward to receiving your
response.

Sincerely,
Gordon H. Smith, Joe Biden, Jr., Sam

Brownback, Frank R. Lautenberg,
Craig Thomas, Chuck Robb, Rod
Grams, Daniel P. Moynahan, Phil
Gramm, Carl Levin, Bill Frist, Patty
Murray, Jim Inhofe, Mike Crapo, Rick
Santorum, Fritz Hollings, Orrin Hatch,
Mike DeWine, Ben Nighthorse Camp-
bell, Jeff Sessions, Mitch McConnell,
Dick Durbin.

Jay Rockefeller, Kent Conrad, Larry E.
Craig, Harry Reid, Robert F. Bennett,
Jesse Helms, Max Cleland, Blanche L.
Lincoln, Bob Smith, Spencer Abraham,
Tim Hutchinson, Conrad Burns, Robert
Torricelli, Paul Sarbanes, Charles
Schumer, Dick Lugar, Pat Roberts,
Dianne Feinstein, Herb Kohl, Pete V.
Domenici, Tim Johnson, Frank H. Mur-
kowski, Jack Reed, George V.
Voinovich, John Ashcroft, Chris Dodd,
Susan Collins, Fred Thompson, Patrick
Leahy, Judd Gregg, Bill Roth, Bob
Kerrey.

Thad Cochran, Ted Kennedy, Michael B.
Enzi, Kit Bond, Kay Bailey Hutchison,
Richard H. Byran, Olympia Snowe,
John McCain, John Warner, Strom
Thurmond, John F. Kerry, Jon Kyl,
Daniel K. Inouye, Daniel K. Akaka,
Russ Feingold, Byron L. Dorgan, Arlen
Spector, Barbara A. Mikulski, Joe
Lieberman, Jeff Bingaman, Tom Har-
kin, Slade Gorton, Jim Jeffords, Ted
Stevens, Connie Mack, Bob Graham,
Wayne Allard, Ron Wyden, Max Bau-
cus, Tom Daschle, John Breaux, Jim
Bunning.

Paul D. Wellstone, Don Nickles, Chuck
Grassley, Richard Shelby, Lincoln
Chafee, Barbara Boxer, Peter G. Fitz-
gerald, Evan Bayh, Mary L. Landrieu,
John Edwards, Paul D. Coverdell,
Trent Lott.
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U.S. SENATE,

Washington, DC, August 3, 2001.
His Excellency VLADIMIR PUTIN,
President, Russian Federation, The Kremlin,

Moscow, Russia.

DEAR PRESIDENT PUTIN: We are writing to
you, as members of the United States Senate
to again express our concerns over the anti-
Semitic rhetoric heard at both the national
and local levels of Russian society and poli-
tics.

In years past, the U.S. Senate has been
united in its condemnation of such virulent
anti-Semitism, which, unfortunately, has
been present during much of Russia’s his-
tory. Your remarks last year publicly con-
demning anti-Semitism assume special sig-
nificance against a backdrop of centuries of
tsarist and Stalinist persecution. We strong-
ly encourage you to continue to publicly
condemn anti-Semitism whenever it mani-
fests itself in the Russian Federation.

We also believe that it is important to
back up the rhetoric of condemnation with
the substance of action. Sad to say, physical
violence against Jews still occurs in the Rus-
sian Federation. In Ryazan last year, youths
attacked a Jewish Sunday school, threat-
ening teachers and children and later intimi-
dated school officials into revoking the Jew-
ish community’s use of a classroom. Rhetor-
ical anti-Semitism also continues. In July
anti-Semitism played a minor role in the gu-
bernatorial race in Ryazan and has also
played a role in gubernatorial elections in
Krasnodar.

Radical extremists continue to operate
openly in more than half of Russia’s 89 re-
gions. While most of these organizations are
small, there is also little social or govern-
mental opposition to them. There are at
least ten ultra-nationalist groups in Russia
with memberships between 100 and 5,000
members each. Anti-Semitism is a staple of
most ultra-nationalist groups and is evident
in the publication of the groups’ periodicals.
At least 37 newspapers and magazines of
ultra-nationalist bent published anti-Se-
mitic materials in 2000.

The year 2000 witnessed increasing co-
operation between Russian extremists and
their ideological counterparts abroad. The
most notorious example of such cooperation
was that of David Duke, the U.S. white su-
premacist, who visited Russia twice during
the year. Duke’s most recent anti-Semitic
tract was prepared exclusively for the Rus-
sian market.

We recognize that you have made impor-
tant statements in response to manifesta-
tions of anti-Semitism, and that law enforce-
ment has in some cases been effective in in-
vestigating and prosecuting the perpetrators
of anti-Semitic violence and crimes. More
consistent and comprehensive implementa-
tion of your government’s policies and of
Russian laws would represent a significant
improvement in this area. The United States
Senate supports efforts to promote public
awareness and training programs within the
Russian Federation. We would welcome addi-
tional ways for the American involvement
and cooperation in these efforts.

As members of the Senate we have sent
you or your predecessor a similar letter for
the past three years. We continue to believe
it vital that you continue to demonstrate,
through your emphatic disagreement with
those who espouse anti-Semitism in Russia,
the importance the Russian government
places upon religious freedom. The United
States predicates its support for democratic
institutions in Russia upon unwavering op-
position to anti-Semitism at any level, in
any form.

We hope you share our deep concern for
this issue and look forward to receiving your
response.

Sincerely,
Joe Biden, Gordon H. Smith, Evan Bayh,

Bob Smith, Mitch McConnell, Charles
Schumer, John McCain, Herb Kohl,
John Warner, Barbara Boxer, Jesse
Helms, Debbie Stabenow, Orrin Hatch,
Olympia Snowe, Don Nickles, Joe
Lieberman, Arlen Specter, Mike Crapo.

Max Cleland, Zell Miller, Ted Kennedy,
Chris Dodd, Robert G. Torricelli, John
Edwards, Daniel K. Akaka, Byron L.
Dorgan, Paul Sarbanes, Dianne Fein-
stein, Jack Reed, Jon S. Corzine,
George V. Voinovich, Tim Johnson,
Kent Conrad, Tim Hutchinson, Peter G.
Fitzgerald, Dick Durbin, Patty Mur-
ray, Hillary Rodham Clinton, Carl
Levin, Jeff Bingaman, Daniel K.
Inouye, Russ Feingold, Dick Lugar,
Rick Santorum, Blanche L. Lincoln,
John F. Kerry, Mike DeWine, Larry E.
Craig.

Bill Frist, Patrick Leahy, Mark Dayton,
Fritz Hollings, Max Baucus, Robert C.
Byrd, Jean Carnahan, Tom Carper, Ron
Wyden, Harry Reid, Jay Rockefeller,
John Breaux, Mary L. Landrieu, E.
Benjamin Nelson, Maria Cantwell, Bill
Nelson, Barbara A. Mikulski, Tom Har-
kin, Bob Graham, James M. Jeffords,
Paul D. Wellstone, Tom Daschle, John
Ensign, Jeff Sessions, Richard Shelby,
Conrad Burns, Craig Thomas, Pete V.
Domenici, Chuck Grassley, Sam
Brownback.

Jim Bunning, Frank H. Murkowski, Rob-
ert F. Bennett, Wayne Allard, George
Allen, Strom Thurmond, Michael B.
Enzi, Susan Collins, Kit Bond, Phil
Gramm, Lincoln Chafee, Trent Lott,
Jim Inhofe, Ben Nighthorse Campbell,
Kay Bailey Hutchison, Thad Cochran,
Pat Roberts, Jon Kyle, Ted Stevens,
Judd Gregg.

The amendments (Nos. 1940 and 1941)
were agreed to.

Mr. LEAHY. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I see
the distinguished senior Senator from
Florida, the chairman of the Senate In-
telligence Committee, in the Chamber.
He would be recognized next, but while
he is preparing his papers, I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1949

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President,
earlier today I came to this Chamber
and notified the manager on the Re-
publican side and staff for Senator
LEAHY that I intended to offer a resolu-
tion as an amendment. I believe I saw
Senator LEAHY in this Chamber a mo-
ment ago. At this time, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC-

TER] proposes an amendment numbered 1949.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To urge the Senate, prior to the

end of the first session of the 107th Con-
gress, to vote on at least the judicial nomi-
nations sent to the Senate by the Presi-
dent prior to August 4, 2001)
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:
The Senate finds that:
Currently 106 Federal judgeships are va-

cant, representing 12.3 percent of the Federal
judiciary;

40 of those vacancies have been declared
‘‘judicial emergencies’’ by the Administra-
tive Office of the Courts;

Last year, at the adjournment of the 106th
Congress, 67 vacancies existed, representing
7.9 percent of the judiciary;

In May 2000, when there were 76 Federal ju-
dicial vacancies, Senator Daschle stated,
‘‘The failure to fill these vacancies is strain-
ing our Federal court system and delaying
justice for people all across this country’’;

In January 1998, when there were 82 Fed-
eral judicial vacancies, Senator Leahy stat-
ed, ‘‘Any week in which the Senate does not
confirm three judges is a week in which the
Senate is failing to address the vacancy cri-
sis’’;

The events of September 11, 2001, make it
more important than ever that the branches
of the Federal Government should operate at
maximum efficiency which requires the Fed-
eral judiciary to be as close to full strength
as possible;

100 percent of President Reagan’s judicial
nominees sent to the Senate prior to the 1981
August recess were confirmed during his
first year in office;

100 percent of President George H.W.
Bush’s judicial nominees sent to the Senate
prior to the 1989 August recess were con-
firmed during his first year in office;

93 percent of President Clinton’s judicial
nominees sent to the Senate prior to the 1993
August recess were confirmed during his
first year in office;

President George W. Bush nominated and
sent to the Senate 44 judicial nominees prior
to the 2001 August recess;

21 of all pending nominees have been nomi-
nated to fill ‘‘judicial emergencies’’; and

The Senate has confirmed only 8 judicial
nominees to date, which represents 18 per-
cent of President Bush’s judicial nomina-
tions sent to the Senate prior to the 2001 Au-
gust recess;

It is the sense of the Senate that (1) prior
to the end of the first session of the 107th
Congress, the Committee on the Judiciary
shall hold hearings on, and the Committee
on the Judiciary and the full Senate shall
have votes on, at a minimum, the judicial
nominations sent to the Senate by the Presi-
dent prior to August 4, 2001, and (2) the
standard for approving pre-August recess ju-
dicial nominations for past administrations
should be the standard for this and future
administrations regardless of political party.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, the
resolution calls for a sense of the Sen-
ate that all of the nominations sub-
mitted by President Bush to the Sen-
ate for the Federal judiciary prior to
August 4, which was the start of the
August recess, be considered by the
Senate before the close of the first ses-
sion of the 107th Congress.
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There has been considerable concern

and controversy over the number of
judges which have been confirmed. And
there had been a form of a filibuster
engaged in on opposing the motion to
proceed to the foreign operations ap-
propriations bill last week and again
yesterday.

That effort has not been pursued. It
is my view that in the long run it is
not productive to stop legislation as a
pressure tactic, although that is a
longstanding practice in the Senate by
both parties. But in any event, that is
not being pursued.

This resolution seeks to establish a
standard which would be applicable not
only to the occasions when a Repub-
lican President submits nominations to
a Senate controlled by Democrats, but
also to situations where there is a
President who is a Democrat who sub-
mits nominations to a Senate which is
controlled by Republicans.

I had written to the chairman of the
Judiciary Committee, Senator LEAHY,
on October 12, enclosing for him a first
draft of this resolution and advising
him in his capacity as chairman of the
Judiciary Committee that I intended
to raise it at the Judiciary Committee
meeting first in order to give the Judi-
ciary Committee the first opportunity
to act on it. It was on the agenda for
last Thursday, October 18, when it was
considered and, on a party-line vote,
voted down.

This is the first opportunity there
has been to submit the resolution for
consideration by the full Senate, which
I am doing at this time.

Before proceeding to the merits of
the resolution, I am going to yield the
floor and wait for the arrival of the
Senator from Vermont, who is also
chairman of the Foreign Operations
Subcommittee and is the manager for
the Democrats.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. SPECTER. I will.
Mr. REID. I say to my friend, the

Senator from Pennsylvania, he need
not wait for Senator LEAHY. He is
aware that the Senator has offered this
amendment. The Senator should say
whatever he has to say.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Senator
from Nevada for saying that. I wanted
to give him the courtesy of awaiting
his arrival. I did see him momentarily,
just about a minute and a half before I
took the floor. With the comment by
the assistant majority leader, I shall
proceed to make an argument.

The resolution recites the facts that
there are currently 106 Federal judicial
vacancies, representing more than 12
percent of the Federal judiciary. Forty
of these vacancies have been declared
judicial emergencies by the Adminis-
trative Office of the Federal Courts.
What that means is that there is an ur-
gent need for judges to be sitting in
those courts.

Last year at the adjournment of the
107th Congress, there were 67 vacan-
cies, representing 7.9 percent of the
Federal judiciary. It is obvious that

the vacancies now are more than 50-
percent higher than they were when
the 106th Congress adjourned.

When Senator DASCHLE was the
Democratic leader and not in the ma-
jority in May of 2000, when there were
76 Federal judicial vacancies, Senator
DASCHLE said, as set forth in this reso-
lution:

The failure to fill these vacancies is strain-
ing our Federal court system and delaying
justice for people all across the country.

In January of 1998, when there were
82 Federal judicial vacancies, Senator
LEAHY stated—again set forth in the
body of the resolution:

Any week in which the Senate does not
confirm three judges is a week in which the
Senate is failing to address the vacancy cri-
sis.

The events of September 11 of this
year, when the terrorists attacked New
York City, the Pentagon, and Somerset
County, PA, make it all the more im-
perative that all branches of the Fed-
eral Government shall operate at max-
imum efficiency, which requires the
Federal judiciary to be as close to full
strength as possible.

As analogous here, the first year of
President Reagan’s administration, 100
percent of all judicial nominees sent to
the Senate prior to the August 1981 re-
cess were confirmed during his first
year in office. During the first year in
office of President George H.W. Bush,
1989, again, 100 percent of the nomina-
tions sent prior to the August recess
were confirmed. During President Clin-
ton’s first year in office, in 1993, 93 per-
cent of the vacancies were filled during
the first year in office. President
George W. Bush this year has nomi-
nated and sent to the Senate 44 judicial
nominees prior to the August 2001 re-
cess. Twenty-one of all pending nomi-
nees have been nominated to fill ‘‘judi-
cial emergencies.’’

The Senate has confirmed only
twelve judicial nominees to date,
which represent 27 percent of President
Bush’s judicial nominees sent to the
Senate prior to the August 4 recess.

The resolution calls for the sense of
the Senate that prior to the end of the
first session of the 107th Congress,
which will be sometime before the end
of 2001, that all of the nominees sent
prior to August 4 be acted upon by the
Judiciary Committee, sent to the Sen-
ate, and voted on one way or another,
up or down, further that the standard
for approving all of the nominees sub-
mitted prior to the August recess be a
standard policy of the U.S. Senate
which would apply in future years and
apply in future circumstances where
there was a President who was a Demo-
crat and a Senate controlled by Repub-
licans.

During the course of our discussion
during the Judiciary Committee meet-
ing last Thursday, the issue was raised
by one of the Senators who was a Dem-
ocrat that this position was taken con-
trary to what it was in prior years. I
said that I would modify the resolution
to apply equally to times when there

was a Democrat who was President and
a Republican-controlled Senate.

It is a rather straightforward resolu-
tion. That is the essence of the argu-
ment.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Madam President, this

matter was raised in the Judiciary
Committee. It was tabled. We have for
3 weeks been experiencing a filibuster
in the Senate based on these same
issues. That ended yesterday. Thank-
fully, we are now on this legislation.

The record is replete about Chairman
LEAHY doing the very best he can under
extremely difficult circumstances. We
are going to move judges as quickly as
we can under the direction of the chair-
man of the Judiciary Committee.

Based upon that, I raise a point of
order against the amendment that the
amendment is not germane under rule
XVI.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
point of order is sustained.

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I
am informed that there was a typo-
graphical error in the resolution and
that the figure 8 judicial nominees
should have been 12, which represents
27 percent of President Bush’s judicial
nominees sent to the President prior to
August 4, 2001. I wanted to make sure
the record was accurate in that re-
spect.

I yield the floor.
Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a

quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I
do not intend to appeal the ruling of
the Chair because I do not wish to es-
tablish a precedent for nongermane
amendments to be heard on appropria-
tions bills. This has been a procedural
quagmire which has been very
problemsome for the Senate for a very
long time and has a special impact on
my own views, since I am a member of
the Appropriations Committee. I regret
that the issue of germaneness was
raised and a point of order was raised,
but I thought it was important to put
this resolution before the body. I do be-
lieve it is the appropriate way to estab-
lish a standard—much preferable to
having a filibuster and trying to block
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the work of the Senate to establish a
standard which would apply to both
parties or both sides that a very rea-
sonable cutoff date is the August re-
cess. This year it started on August 4.
Now the matter was considered in the
Judiciary Committee. It was not ta-
bled. There was a vote on the merits;
not that that makes a lot of difference,
it was 10–9.

But with the point of order having
been raised by the assistant majority
leader, there may be some political
evaluation by the electorate of the po-
sition taken by the Democrats on this
issue. It is not an unusual practice to
have amendments offered on the Sen-
ate floor, and those who oppose them
will have to explain them to their con-
stituencies. It is my hope that those
who have opposed this standard that
all judges be voted on when submitted
prior to the August recess, that they
will have to explain that to their con-
stituency.

The point of order having been raised
by the assistant majority leader for the
Democrats, not being considered on the
merits, being defeated, we will just
take it to the electorate for whatever
consideration they may wish to give.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.
Mr. REID. First of all, I express my

appreciation to the Senator from Penn-
sylvania for not appealing the ruling of
the Chair. The Senator, as has been in-
dicated, is a senior member of the Ap-
propriations Committee, and the prece-
dent this would set if the Chair would
overrule makes appropriations bills al-
most unmanageable. So the Senator
from Pennsylvania has knowledge of
the needs of the Senate compared to
the issue he feels strongly about—and I
know how strongly he feels about it. I
appreciate the Senator not appealing
the ruling of the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized.

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, it
is my intention to send to the desk an
amendment that will restore the fund-
ing recommended by the President for
the Andean Regional Counterdrug Ini-
tiative. I consider this to be a central
issue in the U.S. relationship with our
neighbors in Latin America, but maybe
even at this time a more important
statement as to our commitment to
the war against terrorism.

To develop these points, I want to
first give a brief resume of the history
of this region over the past several
years. By the late 1990s, Colombia and
the Andean region were nations in peril
and at risk. Colombia had been one of
the most stable countries in Latin
America during most of the 20th cen-
tury. It had a phenomenal economic
record, with some 50 years of unbroken
increases in its rate of gross domestic
product growth. It also was the oldest
democracy on the continent of South
America, with a long tradition of tran-
sition of power from one political party
to the other without violence.

Unfortunately, it was also a region
which had been infected by strong

guerrilla groups. These guerrilla
groups had their origin in various nu-
ances of Marxism. They were guerrillas
who represented Soviet Marxism, guer-
rillas who represented East German
Marxism, Chinese Marxism, North Ko-
rean Marxism, Cuban Marxism. They
were ideologically oriented.

Over time, they had become less po-
litical and more economic. They had
made the transition from being Lenin
to being Al Capone in their orienta-
tion.

Something else was developing in the
countries in the Andean region during
the last half of the 20th century, and
that was a surge of illicit drug produc-
tion, starting with marijuana and then
moving to cocaine, with a very high
percentage of the world’s cocaine being
produced in this region.

The drug traffickers who were pro-
ducing cocaine were of the General Mo-
tors format: They were highly central-
ized. They had a CEO. They had a
vertically integrated process that
started by financing the farmers who
grow the raw coca to the ultimate dis-
tribution and financing of that system
in the United States and Europe.

We made a major effort—we, the civ-
ilized world, with the United States
playing a key role—to take down these
highly centralized drug organizations—
the Medellin cartel, the Cali cartel.
After a long period of significant in-
vestment and loss of life, we were suc-
cessful. We thought that by taking off
the head of the snake of the drug car-
tels we would kill the rest of the body.

In fact, what we found in the late
1990s was that these decapitated snakes
were beginning to reconstitute them-
selves, and they were moving away
from the General Motors model to-
wards a more entrepreneurial model;
whereas they used to have vertically
integrated parts of the drug trafficking
chain, now they have multiple small
drug traffickers doing each phase, from
the growing in the field, to the trans-
porting, to the financing of the drug
trade.

For a period of time, these new entre-
preneurial drug traffickers found them-
selves at risk because they did not
have the kind of security protection
that the old centralized system had,
and so they turned to these now eco-
nomic guerrillas, the Al Capones of Co-
lombia, and made a pact with them.
The pact was: We will pay you well if
you will provide us security so that we
can conduct our illicit activities.

For a while, that was the relation-
ship, but then the Al Capones figured
out: We are providing the reason and
the capability of these drug traffickers
to do their business. They are making
a lot more money in drug trafficking
than we are providing the security for
the drug traffickers; why don’t we be-
come the drug traffickers ourselves?

By the end of the nineties, the drug
trade, in particular in Colombia, had
been largely taken over by the former
ideological guerrillas who had become
Al Capones and now were becoming
drug traffickers.

In addition to the two things I have
indicated were occurring, the change in
the way in which the drug trade was
organized and, second, the role of the
guerrillas in the drug trade, a third
thing was occurring in the late 1990s,
and that was, after this long unbroken
period of economic progress and the
benefits that was providing for the peo-
ple of the Andean region, particularly
Colombia, they started to go into eco-
nomic decline.

The two previous events were a prin-
cipal reason for that decline: Both do-
mestic and outside investors became
leery about investing in Colombia and
other Andean pact countries because of
their concern about the level of vio-
lence and the influence the drug trade
was gaining over those countries.

Just 18 months ago, unemployment
in Colombia exceeded 20 percent as
many of its traditional legal businesses
went out of business.

Into this very difficult environment
came a new leader for Colombia: Presi-
dent Pastrana. President Pastrana was
not a person who was unknowing or im-
mune from these forces that were shap-
ing his country. He himself had been
kidnapped by the guerrillas and held
for a considerable period of time. Mem-
bers of his family had been kidnapped
and assassinated by the guerrillas. He
was elected on a reform platform that
he was going to, as the hallmark of his
administration, lean toward a resolu-
tion of all three of these issues: The
guerrillas, the drug trafficking, and
begin to build a base for a new period
of economic expansion.

The key to this became Plan Colom-
bia which President Pastrana devel-
oped early in his administration. Plan
Colombia is a very misunderstood con-
cept, particularly from the perspective
of the United States. I like to present
it as being a jigsaw puzzle with 10
pieces. That total puzzle, once assem-
bled, was a comprehensive plan to rid
Colombia of the influence of the guer-
rillas, to suppress the drug trafficking
and large-scale production of cocaine,
and to engage in social and economic
and political reform within Colombia,
to transform Colombia into a fully
functioning, modern, democratic, cap-
italistic nation state.

Of those 10 pieces that made up that
total picture of Plan Colombia, the Co-
lombians were going to be responsible
for 5 of those 10 pieces.

The total cost of Plan Colombia was
estimated at $8 billion, and the Colom-
bian Government was going to pay for
$4 billion. They raised taxes, made ad-
justments in their budget, and did
other things to get prepared to accept
their 50-percent share of this plan.

The other 50 percent was going to be
divided between the United States,
which would assume approximately 20
percent of the cost of Plan Colombia,
and the rest of the international com-
munity, which was to assume 30 per-
cent of the cost.

When the decisions were being made
as to what parts of that international
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effort should be the U.S. component,
the decision was made that most of our
responsibility was going to be on the
military side.

Why was that? The reason was, be-
cause a key part of a successful attack
against the drug traffickers and since,
in many instances, drug traffickers and
guerrillas were the same people in the
same uniform, the United States had
the best ability to provide the intel-
ligence the Colombian military would
need to use its forces as effectively as
possible.

We had the ability to provide the
training that the Colombian military
needed to increase its professionalism,
and particularly to deal with issues
such as the long history of human
rights abuses within the military of
Colombia, and we also could provide
some of the equipment the Colombian
military needed, specifically heli-
copters, to give the Colombian mili-
tary greater mobility so that when
they identified through intelligence
where there was a drug activity that
was susceptible to being attacked, they
would be able to deliver the troops and
the materials necessary to successfully
carry out that attack.

I go into this in some detail because,
for Americans, there has been a tend-
ency to assume that since our compo-
nent of Plan Colombia was heavily ori-
ented toward military activities, that
described the totality of Plan Colom-
bia. That is not quite the fact.

The fact is the totality of Plan Co-
lombia was a balanced plan that had
social, economic, political components,
as well as law enforcement and mili-
tary components. It just happened that
because we were in the best position to
provide the military components, that
was where most of our part of Plan Co-
lombia happened to fall.

Plan Colombia was presented to the
Congress in 2000, and in the summer of
2000 the Congress voted to provide as
the first installment towards our com-
mitment to Plan Colombia $1.3 billion.
We also committed we would have fol-
low-on commitments to Plan Colombia
as the progress of this effort to fight
the three ills of Colombia: The guer-
rillas, the drug traffickers, and the eco-
nomic decline.

President Bush has continued the
Plan Colombia commitment which had
been made by President Clinton. He
has recommended to us that we appro-
priate $731 million. His plan substan-
tially broadens the commitment from
a primary focus on Colombia, which
was the focus of the first year of the
plan under President Clinton’s leader-
ship, to a regional focus.

The funds, as proposed by President
Bush, are roughly evenly divided be-
tween Colombia on the one hand and
the other Andean pact countries that
are beneficiaries, which are Ecuador,
Peru, and Bolivia. President Bush also
recommended that of the 50 percent to
go to Colombia, that should also be di-
vided roughly 50/50 between law en-
forcement and military on the one side

and economic and social development
on the other.

Part of the reason for that rec-
ommendation was the fact it has been
thus far difficult to get the other com-
ponents of the international commu-
nity, with a few major exceptions,
Spain and Great Britain being two of
those exceptions, to fully participate
as had been anticipated in Plan Colom-
bia. So we are now, in addition to our
original area of principal responsi-
bility, becoming more engaged in the
social and economic development as-
pects of this now Andean legislative
initiative.

The reason I am speaking this after-
noon is the Foreign Operations Sub-
committee rejected much of what
President Bush had recommended, and
they recommended the $731 million be
cut by 22 percent, or to $567 million.
That cut will have serious implications
on the United States and our relation-
ship with this region and the future of
this region, and our commitments we
are making today towards the fight
against terrorism around the world.

To be specific, what are some of the
implications of a 22-percent cut in the
now Andean Regional Counterdrug Ini-
tiative? Let me start with the country
that has been our principal focus and
would be the recipient of half of these
funds: The Republic of Colombia. Sup-
port for the Colombian National Police
interdiction and eradication effort
would be reduced because there would
be less funding for spare parts for the
equipment we provided and fuel to op-
erate the equipment. This would make
coca reduction targets less likely to be
attained. The failure to attain those
coca reduction targets means there
will be more cocaine in the streets of
the United States of America, afflict-
ing the people of this Nation.

A second result will be security for
government officials, which the mili-
tary provides in high conflict areas,
will also be reduced, making the police
and alternative development workers
even more vulnerable.

Last week there was a meeting held
in Washington of an organization in
which several members of this body
participate called the Inter-American
Legislative Network. The purpose of
this organization is to encourage the
full development of the parliaments
and congresses of the nations of the
Western Hemisphere on the belief if
they are truly going to have a demo-
cratic society, the institution in which
we serve is a critical component of that
society.

We started our meeting last Tuesday
with a period of silence. That period of
silence was in recognition of the fact
two legislators from Colombia had
been assassinated the week before we
met, illustrative of the level of vio-
lence which is being directed towards
the democratic institutions by the as-
sassination of the members of demo-
cratic institutions in Colombia.

A third effect of this cut will be the
Colombian alternative development

program will be restricted, and the suc-
cess we have had to date of signing up
farmers who have been producing il-
licit coca to start producing legal crops
will be substantially hampered, and
our ability to comply with commit-
ments we have already made will be re-
stricted.

Next, programs to strengthen demo-
cratic institutions such as the judici-
ary and witness protection will also be
reduced because of less funds available
to support those programs. Lowered
support for the police and military
would also call into question our polit-
ical support for Colombia, which might
undermine the progress that has been
made to date in human rights.

Finally, in the next year a new Presi-
dent will be elected in Colombia. They
have a one-term limit on their Presi-
dents. So President Pastrana could not
run for reelection. There is an active
campaign underway to elect his succes-
sors, and the candidates for the Presi-
dential election which will occur next
spring might raise questions as to the
reliability of United States support,
particularly during this difficult and
significant period in the history of Co-
lombia.

The consequences both within Colom-
bia and on the U.S.-Colombian rela-
tionship of this proposed reduction are
dire, but the implications are not lim-
ited to Colombia because, as I indi-
cated, half of this money will now go to
the other countries, Ecuador, Peru and
Bolivia.

Speaking of Peru, where there has
been a very aggressive alternative de-
velopment program which has been
enormously successful, 15 years ago
most of the coca produced in the world
was produced in either Peru or Bolivia
and then was transported to Colombia
for processing into cocaine. That level
of production in Peru and Bolivia has
been dramatically reduced. That reduc-
tion has, in large part, been because we
have been encouraging the farmers to
do the same thing we hoped to accom-
plish in Colombia, which is to transi-
tion to legal crops.

We had no funding for that alter-
native development program in either
fiscal year 2000 or 2001 because of our
concerns about President Fujimori. As
we know, President Fujimori was
forced out of the country. He is now
living in exile. A new President, Presi-
dent Toledo, has been elected and had
been anticipating we would resume the
level of support we have been giving to
Peru. That support is now at risk. Fail-
ure to support Peru in this area of al-
ternative development will undermine
the hopeful reflourishing of democracy
that will come to Peru under the lead-
ership of President Toledo.

Similarly, Brazil’s success is also
being challenged as a new President
takes office. Planting of coca is begin-
ning to occur in the Champara region,
which was the principal area of coca
production in Bolivia. We need to help
the new Government continue to en-
force the coca ban and to offer further
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alternative development assistance,
not to retreat as this subcommittee
recommendation would have us do.

Ecuador is also vulnerable to cuts as
we seek to maintain enforcement and
foster community development, par-
ticularly in the northern border region
adjacent to Colombia’s major coca cul-
tivation zones. Ecuador, which is one
of the poorer countries of Latin Amer-
ica, has a long border with Colombia
which is immediately adjacent to the
area where the principal guerilla group
called the FARC in Colombia operates,
and the area where we have been put-
ting the principal focus of our coca
eradication.

There has been a great deal of cross-
border activity, and Ecuador has been
looking to us to give them some assist-
ance in maintaining the sanctity of
their borders so they can maintain
what has been a surprisingly effective
effort to avoid substantial coca produc-
tion in Ecuador. Brazil, Panama, and
Venezuela also have modest enforce-
ment programs which need support to
have a chance to overcome the efforts
of traffickers to transit drugs and cor-
rupt local governments.

The whole Andean region is a region
at risk. I suggest we are sending ex-
actly the wrong signal of our aware-
ness of that risk and our willingness to
be a good partner at a time of need by
this 22-percent cut in our program of
assistance to the Andean region.

The proposed Andean Regional
Counterdrug Initiative, in my opinion,
is an integrated, balanced package.
There are proposals now, even with
those funds that are left, to earmark
those funds in ways that will not be
consistent with an integrated effort in
the Andean region. Earmarking funds
for non-Colombian programs will in-
crease the likelihood of failure and in-
creased violence in Colombia, the larg-
est coca producer in the world. As indi-
cated, we are already proposing—the
administration is proposing—to allo-
cate these funds on a 50/50 basis be-
tween Colombia and the other Andean
countries. The earmarking would
change that rational balance.

Finally, following September 11, U.S.
law enforcement and military re-
sources which had been placed in the
Andean region were withdrawn. Sig-
nificant numbers of law enforcement
personnel were withdrawn back to the
United States to assist in homeland se-
curity. Many of the military personnel
are now in central Asia. This regional
effort, funded by foreign assistance, the
effort we are considering today, rep-
resents the most significant remaining
activity in the world to stem the flow
of drugs into the United States. For
those who say they want to fight drugs,
this is the drug program in terms of re-
ducing the supply into the United
States. To cut it by almost a quarter
will seriously curtail a program on the
verge of success, with no alternative
supply reduction strategy available.
The consequences of this action are se-
rious, immediate, but also with very
long-range implications.

I close by asking this question: What
is the message the United States of
America is sending to our own citizens,
what is the message we are sending to
the world, when on October 24, 2001, we
come before the Senate with a proposal
to cut back on the only effective pro-
gram we have in the world to reduce
the flow of cocaine into the United
States and one of the most important
programs we have in the world to at-
tack terrorists?

These are some of the messages. We
are saying we are prepared to give up
on the international effort to strength-
en the forces of democracy, lawfulness,
and future economic growth in a very
important region for the United States.
How do we ask a European country to
make a commitment to support this re-
gion if we, who have much more imme-
diate interests and so much more at
risk, take the action being rec-
ommended today?

Second, are we giving up on Latin
America? President Bush, when he
came into office, and previously as
Governor of Texas and as a candidate
for the Presidency, emphasized the im-
portance of the United States relations
with Latin America. Unfortunately, we
have yet to move forward on an effec-
tive program to influence our closest
neighbors in the Western Hemisphere.

The one next to this program that is
most important is to increase our trade
relations. We have a 10-year program
with the countries of the Andean re-
gion, called the Andean trade pact,
whereby we have provided beneficial
trade relations. That program will ex-
pire in early December. As of today,
less than 60 days to expiration day, we
have not moved in either the House
Ways and Means Committee or the
Senate Finance Committee the legisla-
tion even to renew that program which
is a vital part of the economic capacity
of that region and particularly critical
now as we are trying, for instance in
the case of Colombia, to disemploy
400,000 people who are now working in
illicit drug activities, and give them
some opportunity to work in a legal,
productive area of the economy. Yet we
are about to see an important part of
the pillar of that legal economy erod-
ed.

The irony is that much of the fund-
ing that has been stripped out of the
Andean region has been diverted to, as
I understand it, providing additional
funds to the Export-Import Bank, the
purpose of which is to increase our
trade. Here we are with some of the
best self-trading partners the United
States has, a region of the world in
which we have a positive trade balance,
and we are undercutting its capacity so
we can fund the Export-Import Bank
whose purpose is to promote trade.
That is ironic.

Third, I am concerned we are return-
ing to neo-isolationism, and doing so at
the very time when we need to be
building strong international coali-
tions to prepare for the long-range war
against terrorism.

That brings me to my final point.
What is the message we are sending? A
number of Members earlier today were
asked to go to the White House to meet
with the President, the Vice President,
and other leaders of the administration
and the newly appointed head of the
Homeland Security Agency, Gov. Tom
Ridge. At the end of the meeting,
President Bush gave us a final chal-
lenge. I would like, to the best of my
ability, to quote what he said in that
final challenge. He asked this question:
Do we really want to win the war
against terrorism? His answer: Abso-
lutely, and that it will require unity,
that we must be prepared to act in dif-
ferent ways in order to win this war.
We must be prepared to win it at home,
and we must be prepared to win it at
the source.

I agree with all of those challenges
the President has given to the Amer-
ican people. But what is it going to say
if, today, on October 24, some 6 weeks
and 1 day after the tragedy of Sep-
tember 11, we strip away a substantial
amount of the resources that are being
used to fight one of the most virulent
terrorist operations extant in the
world? The FARC terrorists of Colom-
bia.

In the year 2000 alone there were 423
terrorist attacks against U.S. interests
by guerrillas in Colombia. Tell me that
we are not fighting terrorism as we
fight the source of funding for those
terrorists, which is the drug trade in
Colombia.

Of those 423 international terrorist
acts against U.S. interests, over a third
were in Colombia. Mr. President, 44
percent of all attacks against Amer-
ican interests in 2000 were conducted in
the country of Colombia.

We have a war against terrorists. An
important component of that war is
not just 6 weeks old but now is several
years old. We have made representa-
tions to the people of the United
States, the people of Colombia, the
people of the Andean region, that we
were going to be a full partner in the
successful pursuit of that war.

More recently, we have made similar
representations to the people of Paki-
stan and to its leadership and to other
countries around the world as we ask
them to join the coalition for a long,
protracted, difficult war to root out
global terrorism wherever it exists in
the world. I suggest our true commit-
ment is not going to be judged by the
words we speak but by the actions we
take.

If we, today, accept a budget which
strips 22 percent of the funds we have
committed to an area which has be-
come in many ways the global testing
ground for our commitment against
terrorism, I believe we will be sending
a signal that will reverberate around
the world, and one that will potentially
substantially erode our credibility.

We have only had Plan Colombia now
for a few days more than 12 months. It
went into effect October 1 of 2000.
Today is October 24 of 2001. Yet hardly
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more than a year into this battle we
are beginning to sound the trumpet of
retreat and run up the white flag of
surrender. That is not what America
wants this Senate to say on its behalf.
We want to say, as President Bush
asked us: Are we really in this war to
win? Absolutely. We will have a chance
later today to decide whether we want
to put an exclamation point behind the
President’s statement and commit-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
REED). The Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. GRAHAM. Will the Senator from
Minnesota yield for a moment?

Mr. WELLSTONE. As long as I can
regain the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 1950

Mr. GRAHAM. I sought the floor for
the purpose of submitting the amend-
ment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM]

for himself, Mr. HAGEL, and Mr. DODD, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1950.

On page 142, line 17, strike ‘‘$567,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘$731,000,000, of which, $164,000,000
shall be derived from reductions in amounts
otherwise appropriated in this act.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota has the floor.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
will be relatively brief. I want to re-
spond to my colleague from Florida.

First of all, the Senator from Florida
is about as committed to this region of
the world, and to the country of Co-
lombia, as anybody in the Senate. I un-
derstand that. This is just a respectful
difference of opinion we have.

The two members of the Colombian
Congress my colleague spoke about
were killed by paramilitaries, the AUC,
not by the FARC or ELN, the guer-
rillas. Although I agree that the FARC
and ELN are terrorist organizations
and should be listed as such, so is the
AUC, which is now listed as a terrorist
organization. I will go into this in a
moment because I think it is an impor-
tant point.

There are reasons we do not want to
put an additional $71 million into this
package without much more account-
ability when it comes to human rights
and who is committing the violence.

I also want to point out that of the
money we are talking about, the $71
million, a lot of that money in this
package goes to disaster relief, goes to
refugees, goes to combating HIV/AIDS,
goes to public health, goes to edu-
cation. I think we are probably a lot
better off in a foreign operations bill
with these priorities than we are put-
ting an additional $71 million into this
package.

I also have, which I think is very rel-
evant to this debate, an EFE News,
Spain piece, the headline of which is
‘‘Colombian Paramilitaries Kidnap 70
Farmers to Pick Coca Leaves.’’

The truth is, the FARC and ELN,
these are not Robin Hood organiza-
tions; they are into narcotrafficking up

to their eyeballs. But so is the AUC
and the paramilitary.

The problem is this effort, Plan Co-
lombia, has been all too one-sided. If it
was truly counternarcotics, we would
see just as much effort by the Govern-
ment and by the military focused on
the AUC and their involvement in drug
trafficking as we see vis-a-vis ELN and
FARC. But we don’t see that.

There are other reasons we can make
better use of this $71 million. Since we
started funding Plan Colombia, unfor-
tunately we have seen a dramatic in-
crease in paramilitary participation.

By the way, let me also point out
that on the whole question of the war
against drugs, not only do I think we
would be much better off spending
money on reducing demand in our own
country—there is a reason why Colom-
bia exports 300 metric tons of cocaine
to the United States every year or
more, and that is because of the de-
mand. We ought to get serious about
reducing the demand in our own coun-
try. As long as there is demand, some-
body is going to grow it and somebody
is going to make money and you can
fumigate here and fumigate there and
it will just move from one place to an-
other.

My colleague from Florida talked
about this effective effort, but the
United Nations, with a conservative
methodology, pointed out that al-
though 123,000 acres of coca plants have
been fumigated under Plan Colombia,
cultivation increased 11 percent last
year. Cultivation increased 11 percent
last year.

Senator FEINGOLD and I will have an
amendment and we will talk about the
fumigation and we will see where the
social development money is that was
supposed to come with the fumigation.
That was supposed to be part of Plan
Colombia. We are also going to be say-
ing we ought to involve the local peo-
ple who live in these communities in
decisions that are made about this aer-
ial spraying.

There are health and safety effects.
We can raise those questions. But it is
a little naive to believe these
campesinos are not going to continue
to grow coca if they are not given al-
ternatives, and the social development
money has just not been there.

What I want to focus on, which is
why I am opposed to the Graham
amendment, is the human rights
issues. The ranks of the AUC and para-
military groups continue to swell. The
prime targets are human rights work-
ers, trade unionists, drug prosecutors,
journalists, and unfortunately two
prominent legislators, murdered not by
FARC or ELN but murdered by AUC,
with the military having way too many
ties—the military that we support
—with the paramilitary at the brigade
level.

I objected to such a huge infusion of
military assistance to the Colombian
security forces when civilian manage-
ment remained weak, and the ties be-
tween the military and paramilitaries
were so notorious and strong.

Since Plan Colombia funding began
pouring into Colombia, we have seen a
massive increase in paramilitary par-
ticipation and its incumbent violence.
The ranks of the United Self-Defense
Forces of Colombia (AUC) and other
paramilitary groups continue to swell.
Their prime targets: human rights
workers, trade unionists, judges, pros-
ecutors, journalists, and myriad other
civilians.

The linkages between Colombia’s se-
curity forces and paramilitary organi-
zations are long and historic. Every-
body agrees, including the Colombian
Ministry of Defense, that the
paramilitaries account for 75 percent of
the killings in Colombia.

The media and international human
rights groups continue to show evi-
dence of tight links between the mili-
tary and human rights violators within
paramilitary groups.

The U.S. State Department, the U.N.
High Commission on Human Rights,
Amnesty International, and Human
Rights Watch are among the organiza-
tions who have documented that the
official Colombian military remains
linked closely with paramilitaries and
collaborates in the atrocities.

According to the Colombian Com-
mittee of Jurists (CCJ), ‘‘[i]n the case
of the paramilitaries, one cannot un-
derestimate the collaboration of gov-
ernment forces.’’

According to the International Labor
Organization (ILO), the offical Colom-
bian military has in some cases created
paramilitary units to carry out assas-
sinations.

The State Department’s September
2000 report itself mentions ‘‘credible al-
legations of cooperation with para-
military groups, including instances of
both silent support and direct collabo-
ration by members of the armed
forces.’’

Likewise, in its Country Reports on
Human Rights Practices, released in
February 2001, the State Department
reported that ‘‘the number of victims
of paramilitary attacks during the
year increased.’’ It goes on to say:
‘‘members of the security forces some-
times illegally collaborated with para-
military forces. The armed forces and
the police committed serious viola-
tions of human rights throughout the
year.’’

More from State Department Re-
ports:

The Government’s human rights record re-
mained poor; there were some improvements
in the legal framework and in institutional
mechanisms, but implementation lagged,
and serious problems remain in many areas.
Government security forces continued to
commit serious abuses, including
extrajudical killings. Despite some prosecu-
tions and convictions, the authorities rarely
brought higher-ranking officers of the secu-
rity forces and the police charged with
human rights offenses to justice, and impu-
nity remains a problem. Members of the se-
curity forces collaborated with paramilitary
groups that committed abuses, in some in-
stances allowing such groups to pass through
roadbacks, sharing information, or providing
them with supplies or ammunition. Despite
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increased government efforts to combat and
capture members of paramilitary groups,
often security forces failed to take action to
prevent paramilitary attacks. Paramilitary
forces find a ready support base within the
military and police, as well as among local
civilian elites in many areas.

Two weeks ago, Human Rights Watch
released a report titled ‘‘The ‘Sixth Di-
vision’: Military-Paramilitary Ties and
U.S. Policy in Colombia.’’ It contains
charges that Colombian military and
police detachments continue to pro-
mote, work with, support, profit from,
and tolerate paramilitary groups,
treating them as a force allied to and
compatible with their own.

The ‘‘Sixth Division’’ is a phrase Co-
lombians use to refer to paramilitary
groups, seen to act as simply another
part of the Colombian military. The
Colombian Army has five divisions.

In the report, Human Rights Watch
focuses on three Colombian Army bri-
gades: the Twenty-Fourth, Third, and
Fifth Brigades.

At their most brazen, the relation-
ships described in this report involve
active coordination during military op-
erations between government and para-
military units; communication via ra-
dios, cellular telephones, and beepers;
the sharing of intelligence, including
the names of suspected guerrilla col-
laborators; the sharing of fighters, in-
cluding active-duty soldiers serving in
paramilitary units and paramilitary
commanders lodging on military bases;
the sharing of vehicles, including army
trucks used to transport paramilitary
fighters; coordination of army road-
blocks, which routinely let heavily-
armed paramilitary fighters pass; and
payments made from paramilitaries to
military officers for their support.

President Andrés Pastrana has pub-
licly deplored paramilitary atrocities.
But the armed forces have yet to take
the critical steps necessary to prevent
future killings by suspending high
ranking security force members sus-
pected of supporting these abuses.

This failure has serious implications
for Colombia’s international military
donors, especially the United States.
So far, however, the United States has
failed to fully acknowledge this situa-
tion, meaning that military units im-
plicated in abuses continue to receive
U.S. aid. Human Rights Watch con-
tends that the United States has vio-
lated the spirit of its own laws and in
some cases downplayed or ignored evi-
dence of continuing ties between the
Colombian military and paramilitary
groups in order to fund Colombia’s
military and lobby for more aid, in-
cluding to a unit implicated in a seri-
ous abuse.

Although some members of the mili-
tary have been dismissed by President
Pastrana, it appears that many mili-
tary personnel responsible for egre-
gious human rights violations continue
to serve and receive promotions in the
Colombian military.

For example, according to a Wash-
ington Office on Latin America, Am-
nesty International and Human Rights

Watch joint report, General Rodrigo
Quinones, Commander of the Navy’s
First Brigade was linked to 57 murders
of trade unionists, human rights work-
ers and community leaders in 1991 and
1992. He also played a significant role
in a February 2000 massacre. A civilian
judge reviewing the case of one of his
subordinates stated that Quinones’
guilt was ‘‘irrefutable’’ and the judge
could not understand how Quinones
was acquitted in a military court. Nev-
ertheless, he was promoted to General
in June 2000.

According to the Colombian Attor-
ney General’s office, another general,
Carlos Ospina Ovalle, commander of
the Fourth Brigade, had extensive ties
to military groups. He and his brigade
were involved in the October 1997 El
Aro massacre, wherein Colombian
troops surrounded and maintained a
perimeter around the village while
residents were rounded up and four
were executed. General Ospina Ovalle
also was promoted.

In the State Department’s January
2001 report Major Jesus Maria Clavijo
was touted as an example of a success-
ful detention of a military officer asso-
ciated with the paramilitaries. Yet, by
several NGO accounts he ‘‘remains on
active duty and is working in military
intelligence, an area that has often
been used to maintain links to para-
military groups.’’

Colombian and international human
rights defenders are under increased
surveillance, intimidation, and threats
of attack by paramilitary groups.

According to a recent Amnesty Inter-
national press release, two men identi-
fying themselves as members of a para-
military group approached members of
Peace Brigades International, threat-
ened them with a gun and declared PBI
to be a ‘‘military target.’’

Members of Colombian human rights
groups such as the Association of Fam-
ily Members of the Detained and Dis-
appeared and the Regional Corporation
for the Defense of Human Rights have
been ‘‘disappeared,’’ murdered in their
homes and harassed with death
threats. Despite reports to the military
and requests for help, Colombian au-
thorities seemingly have failed to take
significant steps on behalf of the
human rights groups.

The systematic, mass killing of
union leaders and their members by
paramilitaries in Colombia can only be
described as genocide. There has been a
dramatic escalation in violations
against them—kidnapping, torture, and
murder—and the response by the Co-
lombian authorities in the face of this
crisis has been negligible.

These attacks are an affront to the
universally recognized right to orga-
nize.

One hundred and thirty-five trade union-
ists, both leaders and members, were assas-
sinated during the year, bringing the total
number of trade unionists killed since 1991 to
several thousand. At least another 1,600 oth-
ers have received death threats over the last
three years, including 180 in 2000; 37 were un-
fairly arrested and 155 had to flee their home

region. A further 24 were abducted, 17 dis-
appeared and 14 were the victims of physical
attacks. (International Confederation of
Free Trade Unions—10 October 2001. Colom-
bia: Annual Survey of Violations of Trade
Union Rights—2001).

I would like to share this quote with
my colleagues; it will reveal the true
nature of the situation in Colombia.
The quote is attributed to Carlo
Castaño, head of the AUC, the largest
paramilitary group in Colombia): ‘‘We
have reasons for killing all those we
do. In the case of trade unionists, we
kill them because they prevent others
from working.’’

Most of the union killings have been
carried out by Castano’s AUC, because
they view union organizers as subver-
sives. One of the most recent killings
occurred on June 21, when the leader of
Sinaltrainal—the union that represents
Colombia Coca-Cola workers—Oscar
Dario Soto Polo was gunned down. His
murder brings to seven the number of
unionists who worked for Coca-Cola
and were targeted and killed by
paramilitaries.

I recently met with the new leader of
Sinaltrainal, Javier Correa. In our
meeting, he described the daily threats
to his life, and the extremely dan-
gerous conditions he and his family are
forced to endure. In his quiet, gentle
manner he told me about the kidnaping
of his 3-year-old son and his mother,
both at the hands of the paramilitaries.
Frankly, I fear for his life and that of
his family. In the wake of this meeting,
I dread news from the Colombian press,
mainly out of fear of what I may read.

In response to these threats, the
United Steelworkers of America re-
cently sued Coca-Cola in Federal court
for its role in such violent attacks on
labor, and other large corporations are
being investigated.

According to the International Labor Or-
ganization (ILO), the vast majority of trade
union murders are committed by either the
Colombian state itself—e.g. army, police and
DAS (security department)—or its indirect
agents, the right-wing paramilitaries.

On both of my visits to Colombia, I
heard repeated reports of military-
paramilitary collusion throughout the
country, including in the southern de-
partments of Valle, Cauca, and
Putamayo, as well as in the city of
Barrancabermeja, which I visited in
December and March.

Consistently, the military, in par-
ticular the army, was described to me
as tolerating, supporting, and actively
coordinating paramilitary operations,
which often ended in massacres. I was
also told that too often detailed infor-
mation was supplied to the military
and other authorities about the where-
abouts of armed groups, the location of
their bases, and yet authorities were
unwilling or unable to take measures
to protect the civilian population or to
pursue their attackers.

While in Colombia, I discussed with
General Carreno the status and loca-
tion of the San Rafael—de Lebrija—
paramilitary base. The base is oper-
ating openly in an area under his com-
mand, and its activities have directly
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caused much of the bloodshed in the re-
gion. Almost 7 months after our meet-
ing, however, no effective action has
been taken to curtail the operations of
the San Rafael paramilitary base, and
that it remains open for business.

The Colombian military knows where
the base is, and who operates it. The
Colombian government knows. I know,
for heaven’s sake. But, just in case
they don’t know, I will tell them here.
The base is on the Magdalena River
about 130 kilometers north of
Barrancabermeja on the same side of
the River as Barranca, northwest of
the Municipio of Rio Negro, in the De-
partment of Santander.

It is from San Rafael de Lebrija that
the paramilitaries launch their oper-
ations to dominate the local govern-
ments and the local community organi-
zations in the area around and includ-
ing Barrancabermeja. It is there that
they organize their paramilitary oper-
ations of intimidations of the citizens
of the area including the attacks on
Barrancabermeja.

It is from there that they stage the
murder of innocent civilians like Alma
Rosa Jaramillo and Eduardo Estrada.
These brave volunteers were brutally
assassinated in July, simply because
they stand for democracy, civil rights,
and human rights. They are against
the war, and have no enemies in the
conflict. They were both leaders in the
Program of Development and Peace of
the Magdalena Medio, located in
Barranca, lead by my friend Father
‘‘Pacho’’ Francisco De Roux.

I call on the Colombian government
and military to show the U.S. Senate
that they are serious about cracking
down on paramilitaries.

Close San Rafael. Close Mirafores
and Simón Bolı́var, also located in
Barranca, in the northeast quadrant of
the city. Close San Blas, south of the
Municipio of Simiti near San Pablo in
the South of the Department of Boli-
var. Close Hacienda Villa Sandra, a
base about one mile north of Puerto
Ası́s, the largest town in Putumayo. Is
this too much to ask?

From the annual report on Colombia,
by the Inter-American Commission on
Human Rights (Organization of Amer-
ican States—year 2000) (The OAS on
paramilitary bases):

. . . observations . . . confirm that the free
operation of patrol checks, paramilitary
bases and acts perpetrated by the AUC in the
areas of Putumayo (La Hormiga, La Dorada,
San Miguel, Puerto Ası́s, Santa Ana),
Antioquia (El Jordán, San Carlos), y Valle
(La Iberia, Tuluá) are being investigated
mainly in the disciplinary jurisdiction.

It further says:
The Commission is particularly troubled

by the situation in Barrancabermeja, De-
partment of Santander. Complaints are peri-
odically received concerning paramilitary
incursions and the establishment of new
paramilitary camps in the urban districts.
The complaints report that even though ci-
vilian and military authorities have been
alerted, paramilitary groups belonging to
the AUC have settled in the Mirafores and
Simón Bolı́var districts in the northeast

quadrant of the city, and have spread to an-
other 32 districts in the southern, south-
eastern, northern and northeastern sectors.

Arrest the notorious paramilitary
leaders who open and sustain these
bases. Nearly everyone knows who they
are, where they operate. I know, and
I’ve only been to Colombia twice.

They are operated by the AUC, led by
the likes of Carlos Castano, Julian
Duque, Alexander ‘‘El Zarco’’ Londono,
Gabriel Salvatore ‘‘El Mono’’ Mancuso
Gomez, and Ramon Isaza Arango.

The men on this short list—a mere
five paramilitaries—account for over 40
arrest warrants over several years.
They are responsible for untold cases of
kidnaping, torture, and murder. Go get
them.

In its annual report on Columbia, the
Inter-American Commission on Human
Rights (Organization of American
States—year 2000) addressed the prob-
lem of paramilitary groups and their
bases of operations. Here is what they
said:

The Commission must point out . . . that
although the human rights violations com-
mitted by paramilitary are frequently inves-
tigated by the regular courts, in many cases,
the arrest warrants the courts issue are not
executed, especially when they involve the
upper echelons of the AUC and the intellec-
tual authors. This creates a climate of impu-
nity and fear. A case in point is the fact that
in 2000, the highest ranking chief of the AUC,
Carlos Castaño, has had access to the na-
tional and international media and contacts
at the ministerial level, yet the numerous
arrest warrants against him for serious
human rights violations, have never been ex-
ecuted.

The Colombian government seems to
have accepted paramilitary take overs,
in places like Barranca. The Colombian
government and military must find a
way to respond to the paramilitary
threat. It is a threat to the rights of
free speech, free assembly, and more-
over, the rule of law in Colombia.

Mr. President, as I have said all
along, if we are really serious about
counter-narcotics we should strongly
encourage the Colombian government
to act boldly and officiously in re-
sponse to the increasing strength of
the paramilitaries, who are actively
engaged in narco-trafficking.

Carlos Castaño has admitted that
about 70 percent of his organization’s
revenues come from taxing drug traf-
fickers. He is listed as a major Colom-
bian drug trafficker in recent docu-
ments of the U.S. Drug Enforcement
Agency.

Drug trafficking is a lucrative busi-
ness for all parties involved in the Co-
lombian conflict. The fact is, many
military personnel are finding that
paramilitary work is simply more lu-
crative than military pay. In addition,
they are not forced to comply with
even the minimum in standards for
conduct. Yet, this begets another cru-
cial question: where do all these vetted
officers and soldiers end up? I fear the
answer again lies in the paramilitaries.
After all, their ranks have swelled dra-
matically in recent years.

To date, the debate surrounding Plan
Colombia has been disingenuous. Why
has there been little effort to combat
paramilitary drug lords? I’m afraid we
may be exposing this plan for what it
really is; counterinsurgency against
the leftist guerrillas, rather than a sin-
cere effort to stop the flow of drugs. A
recent Rand report suggested that the
U.S. government should abandon this
charade, in favor of an all-out military
offensive on guerrilla forces.

Lamentably, I do not see any im-
provement on the rule of law front.
Since Plan Colombia started, and the
requisite oversight, we have witnessed
an unprecedented increase in the power
and authority of a Colombian military
with a long history of corruption and
abuse.

Last summer, President Pastrana
signed a new national security law that
gives the Colombian military sweeping
new powers. Among other things, the
law allows military commanders to de-
clare martial law in combat zones, sus-
pending powers of civilian authorities
and some constitutional protections af-
forded civilians. The law also shortens
the period for carrying out human
rights investigations of police and
army troops, allowing soldiers to as-
sume some of the tasks that had been
assigned to civilian investigators.

Other controversial aspects of the
law are provisions that allow the mili-
tary to hold suspects for longer periods
before turning them over to civilian
judges. Under the old law, government
troops had to free suspected drug traf-
fickers and guerrillas if they were un-
able to turn them over to civilian au-
thorities within 36 hours. I am very
concerned about the implications of
these provisions. Like many, I fear
that torture or other human rights vio-
lations may increase as a result.

The U.N. High Commissioner for
Human Rights in Colombia believes, as
I do, that some of the provisions of the
law are either unconstitutional or vio-
late international human rights trea-
ties. I have conveyed my objections
about this law to the Colombian gov-
ernment. By pouring another $135 mil-
lion into the coffers of the Colombian
military, we will be increasing their
power further without adequately
strengthening checks on military
abuses. Frankly, I feel this is the
wrong direction.

I am pleased that my colleagues, es-
pecially Senator LEAHY, have fought to
attach safeguards to U.S. military aid
to ensure that the Colombian armed
forces are: First, cooperating fully with
civilian authorities, in prosecuting and
punishing in civilian courts those
members credibly alleged to have com-
mitted gross violations of human
rights or aided or abetted paramilitary
groups; second, severing links, includ-
ing intelligence sharing, at the com-
mand, battalion, and brigade levels,
with paramilitary groups, and exe-
cuting outstanding arrest warrants for
members of such groups; and third, in-
vestigating attacks against human
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rights defenders, trade unionists, and
government prosecutors, investigators
and civilian judicial officials, and
bringing the alleged perpetrators to
justice.

Moreover, the paramilitaries under-
mine the peace process. How can guer-
rillas—be they ELN or FARC—agree
with the government about future po-
litical inclusion in the context of a
cease fire without first defining the
problem of paramilitary groups?

In early 2001, President Pastrana
agreed to create a DMZ for the ELN in
the northern state of Bolivar. This
backfired badly when ELN rebels were
chased out by members of the para-
military group Autodefensas Unidas de
Colombia, AUC. The ELN subsequently
pulled out of the peace process.

Frustration with the peace process
on the part of the military and the
country’s elites has helped transform
the paramilitary AUC into a major
player in the conflict. Some estimates
of the strength and size of the AUC are
as high as 9,500 fighters. In my view,
this resurgence can be directly linked
to the flawed peace process.

The AUC poses a real threat to the
FARC and the ELN, who may now be
forced to co-operate with each other
more closely. That is bad news for the
security situation, particularly given
the boost it could provide to the weak-
er ELN.

What’s even more telling is the trend
of FARC guerrillas joining the ranks of
the paramilitaries. Their motives are
based on greed. Paramilitaries, fi-
nanced by narcotraffickers, are now
using ex-gerrillas as scouts and offi-
cers, to combat the FARC and ELN
more forcefully. This amounts to a
deadly coalition. The narcotrafficers
have money without limits, the
paramilitaries use violence without
scruples, and the military supplies in-
side information and protection.

Press reports detailing U.S. reluc-
tance to paticipate, even as an ob-
server, in peace talks between Presi-
dent Pastrana and FARC leaders only
serve to increase my concerns. All
sides need to encourage a continued
dialogue among all sectors of civil soci-
ety, but the escalating violence makes
that increasingly impossible.

Some of my colleagues have argued
that the present campaign against ter-
rorism merits our continued military
involvement in Colombia. These funds,
it is said, are going toward counter-
narcotics operations, targeting the
FARC and ELN, both of which are on
the State Department’s terrorist list.

I am well aware that paramilitary
groups are not the only armed actors
committing human rights violations in
Colombia, and I am no friend of these
guerrilla movements. In fact, I have
consistently decried their repressive
tactics and blatant disregard for inter-
national human rights standards.

I was deeply saddened by recent re-
ports from Colombia which suggest
that the FARCC kidnapped and mur-
dered Consuelo Aruajo, the nation’s

former culture minister. She was a be-
loved figure across Colombia, known
for her promotion of local culture and
music. So, I would like to take this op-
portunity to again call upon the FARC
to suspend kidnappings, killings and
extortion of the civilian population and
the indigenous communities.

That said, I further believe that we
should be more forceful in going after
paramilitary death squads, with long-
standing ties to some in the Colombian
military and government.

Several weeks ago, Representative
Luis Alfredo Colmenares, a member of
the opposition Liberal Party was assas-
sinated in Bogota. We do not yet know
who perpetrated this despicable act,
but most signs point to paramilitary
death squads, AUC. These same
paramilitaries are believed to be re-
sponsible for the October 2 murder of
representative Octavio Sarmiento, also
a member of the Liberal Party. Both
men represented the province of
Arauca, Northeast of the capital, on
the Venezuelan frontier—a region that
has become increasingly ravaged by
the ever-widening war.

I was pleased that Secretary Powell
made the decision to add the AUC to
the State Department’s terrorist list.
It was a sign that the United States
oppposes threats—from both the left
and right—in the hemisphere, and I am
encouraged by this development. Yet, I
do not believe it goes far enough. As
Senators, we should embrace the chal-
lenge of making a bold effort to quell
paramilitary violence. Wwe must not
shirk from that responsibility.

The way out of this mess is nothing
particularly new or innnovative. What
has been lacking in Bogota and Wash-
ington is the political will to take the
risks to make the old proposals work.

The Congress and the Bush adminis-
tration must insist on credible and far-
reaching efforts to stop the
paramilitaries.

Further, we must provide serious and
sustained support for the peace proc-
ess, and work to deliver economic as-
sistance programs that work instead of
dramatic military offensives.

Finally, we need to embrace demand
reduction as the most effective mecha-
nism for success in the campaign
against drugs.

General Tapias, the highest ranking
military person in Colombia was com-
ing to meet with me. It was the day the
Hart Building was evacuated. We
talked on the phone. I know the Pre-
siding Officer spent some time in Co-
lombia. I said to him on the basis of
the good advice from a wonderful
human rights priest, Francisco De
Roux, General: (A) thank you for try-
ing to do a better job of breaking the
connection between the military and
the paramilitary. Thank you for trying
to do that. We know you have made
that effort. (B) I said thank you for
going after the FARC and the ELN.

The third question I asked him was
when it comes to the murder of civil
society people such as the people I met

on two trips to Barrancabermeja—some
of whom I met, some of whom are no
longer alive—people who work with
Francisco De Roux, probably the best
economic development organization in
Colombia—they are murdered with im-
punity. I said to the general: Where are
you? Where is the military? And where
are the police in defending the civil so-
ciety?

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I wonder
if the Senator will yield for just one
moment.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the pending amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,

military-paramilitary linkages are
long and historic. Everybody agrees. I
told you that FARC and the ELN are
not Robin Hood organizations. But the
paramilitaries, now listed as a terrorist
organization by our State Department,
account for 75 percent of the killings in
Colombia by the AUC.

The U.S. State Department, the
United Nations High Commission on
Human Rights, Amnesty international,
and Human Rights Watch are among
the organizations who have docu-
mented that the official Colombian
military has remained linked closely
with the paramilitaries and all too
often collaborates in these atrocities.

We don’t need to be giving out any
more money.

The State Department’s September
2000 report mentions ‘‘credible allega-
tions of cooperation with paramilitary
groups, including instances of both si-
lent support and direct collaboration
by members of the armed forces.’’

Two weeks ago, Human Rights Watch
released a report titled, ‘‘Sixth Divi-
sion: Military-Paramilitary Ties and
U.S. Policy in Colombia.’’ It is trou-
bling.

The ‘‘Sixth Division’’ is a phrase Co-
lombians use to refer to paramilitary
groups seen to act as simply another
part of the Colombian military. The
Colombian military has five divisions.

In this report, Human Rights Watch
focuses on three Colombian Army bri-
gades: The Twenty-Fourth, Third, and
Fifth Brigades.

I asked the general about direct ties
to the paramilitary. They are docu-
mented. The paramilitaries are brazen.
President Pastrana operates in good
faith, and I know he has publicly de-
plored the paramilitary atrocities. But
the armed forces have yet to take the
critical steps necessary to prevent fu-
ture killings by suspending these high-
ranking security force members sus-
pected of supporting these abuses.

I am telling you that it is docu-
mented. We know. But these military
folks aren’t removed. They are not sus-
pended. Nothing or very little is done.
I don’t think we need to spend more
money on this.

Human rights abusers are rewarded
with promotion. The joint report of the
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Washington Office on Latin America,
Amnesty International, and Human
Rights Watch talks about the fact that
a number of different high-ranking
military people involved in atrocities
are directly involved with the para-
military, and are promoted.

Human rights workers are under at-
tack. There are systematic mass
killings of union leaders and their
members by the paramilitary in Co-
lombia.

I describe that as genocide. That is
what it is. As a matter of fact, the AUC
has actually bragged about this. Their
leader bragged about this.

And we need to give them more
money? I don’t think so.

I wish I could mention some of the
courageous people who have been mur-
dered.

I have gone to Colombia twice. I have
gone to Barrancabermeja. I have gone
there because it is sort of a safe haven
in Colombia. It is one of the most vio-
lent cities in a very violent country.

I have had the opportunity to meet
with a man that I consider to be really
one of the greatest individuals I have
ever met—Francisco De Roux, referred
to as Father ‘‘Pacho.’’ Why is he so re-
spected and beloved? He has an organi-
zation called the Program of Develop-
ment and Peace of the Magdalena
Medio located in Barranca. They do
wonderful social justice and economic
development work.

In the last several months, a number
of innocent civilians, such as Alma
Rosa Jaramillo and Eduardo Estrada,
brave volunteers, were brutally assas-
sinated—one, I think, in front of his
family members. It was awful. They
were murdered by the AUC. They were
murdered by the paramilitary, and the
civil society people who work for their
organization still wait for the prosecu-
tion.

I said to General Carreno, the mili-
tary man in the region: Here is AUC’s
leader, the bad guys. Go get them.

It hasn’t happened.
I thank my colleague, Senator

LEAHY, because I think there are some
important human rights safeguards
and Leahy safeguards in this legisla-
tion that go absolutely in the right di-
rection.

I will zero in on this for the Feingold
amendment on fumigating and spray-
ing. I am in profound opposition with
the amendment of my colleague from
Florida, who is one of my favorite Sen-
ators. I am not just saying that; he is.
I have great respect for him. I oppose
the additional ways in which money is
being spent.

Funding for disaster relief—you
name it—and health care makes a
whole lot more sense. I don’t think we
need to be putting any more money
into this plan. Believe me. There are
important human rights questions to
be raised. I don’t think the Colombian
Government has been nearly as ac-
countable as they should.

Frankly, even with the war on the
counternarcotics effort, there are very

real questions as to how effective this
is.

At the very minimum, let’s not spend
even more money without making sure
first we have the accountability, espe-
cially on the human rights issues.

My colleague from Florida said:
What is the message going to be? I will
say this: What is the message going to
be if the United States of America,
over and over, all of a sudden says
when it comes to democracy and when
it comes to the human rights question
that we are going to put all of that in
parenthesis, and we are going to turn
our gaze away from it, that it makes
no difference to us, and it is not a pri-
ority for our government?

If we do that, we will no longer be
lighting the candle for the world. It
would be a profound mistake.

I hope colleagues will vote against
this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am
rather disappointed with this amend-
ment. Senators have every right, of
course, to offer any amendment they
have.

This bill has been before the Senate
for almost 2 weeks now. We just heard
about this amendment a very short
time ago today. This amendment cuts
at least $164 million from important
programs, as the Senator from Min-
nesota and others have pointed out. I
mention the money it is cutting be-
cause these are programs where funds
have been requested by both Repub-
licans and Democrats.

The amendment of the Senator from
Florida would transfer those funds to
the Andean Counterdrug Program.
That program essentially consists of
military and economic assistance to
four principal countries—Colombia,
Peru, Bolivia, and Ecuador—but these
are not countries that are going un-
funded. They already get over a half
billion dollars in this bill—well over a
half billion dollars. They get $567 mil-
lion.

I do not believe there is any region,
other than possibly Middle East coun-
tries and the former Soviet Republics,
that gets that amount of money. That
$567 million is on top of the $1,300 mil-
lion—$1.3 billion—that we provided for
Plan Colombia last year. In fact, it is
not a half billion dollars; it is more
than a half billion dollars. It is nearly
three-quarters of a billion dollars when
you include the economic and develop-
ment aid in this bill for the Andean
countries, and that is there on top of
the counterdrug aid.

So you take the funds that are al-
ready in this bill—not the funds added
by the Senator from Florida, but the
funds already in this bill—and we will
have provided over $2 billion for these
countries in the past 16 months; in 11⁄3
years, over $2 billion.

In fact, by pouring money down there
so fast, they can’t even spend it yet.
Much of last year’s funds have not even
been disbursed. Even though they have

not spent all the money, we are giving
them another $700 million in additional
funding this year.

It is no secret that—and, actually, I
am not alone in this body—I am skep-
tical that this program will have an ap-
preciable impact on the amount of ille-
gal drugs coming into the United
States. We have spent billions down
there, and drugs are just as accessible.
In fact, in our country, for many types
of drugs the price has actually gone
down.

I suggest, until we start doing some-
thing about reducing the insatiable de-
mand for drugs here, in the world’s
wealthiest country, we are not going to
do too much good about incoming
drugs. As long as the money is there,
we can stop them in Colombia, but
they will just come from somewhere
else. Secretary Rumsfeld has said much
the same thing.

In fact, a lot of other members of the
Appropriations Committee—in both
parties—expressed similar doubts in a
hearing we held earlier this year. We
had a hearing where the administra-
tion came up.

We asked them: By the way, how
much money has been spent that we
have given you so far?

They said: Gee, we don’t know. We
will try to get back to you on that.

We said: Well, with a billion dollars
or so, you must have some kind of
basic idea what you spent the money
on.

They said: We don’t know, but we
will sure check into it.

When my kids were little, I gave
them a small allowance. I did not ex-
pect them to tell me where it all
went—whether it was baseball cards or
comic books or ice cream cones or
something like that—but we were talk-
ing about a few dollars. When you give
somebody $1 billion, you would kind of
like to know what they do with it.

So I said: If you can’t tell us where
you spent it, how about letting us in on
a little secret. Has anything been ac-
complished with the money we gave
you?

They said: We will have to get back
to you on that. We don’t know how
much has been spent. We don’t know
how much has been accomplished. We
do know we have another $700 million
in this bill, and we have a whole lot of
money in the pipeline that is not yet
spent.

We keep pouring money in. We do not
even know if the program will work.
But the administration wants some
money in there. We put in a lot of
money. We have a lot of other similar
programs, especially in foreign policy.
We pour a whole lot of money in there
and not much comes out.

We have spent billions of dollars to
combat drugs in the Andes over the
past 15 years, and we have eradicated
coca and we have eradicated opium
poppy in several places, but, of course,
they just pop up somewhere else. It is
sort of like Whack-A-Mole—knock
down one, it pops up somewhere else.
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And we have found one other thing:

The flow of illegal drugs into this coun-
try, no matter what we do in other
countries, reflects our demand. If the
demand for drugs goes up in this coun-
try, the flow of drugs coming into this
country increases. If the demand for
drugs drops, the flow of drugs into this
country drops. Far more than what we
do with our Customs agents—and they
are extremely good—or the DEA or the
Coast Guard or anything else, in a na-
tion of a quarter of a billion people, if
we want to spend billions upon billions
upon billions of dollars for drugs, the
drugs will come.

But even though there is serious
doubts about whether this works, Sen-
ator MCCONNELL and I have tried to
give the administration the benefit of
the doubt. We include another half bil-
lion dollars in this bill, on top of the
billions already there.

The senior Senator from Florida, who
is in this Chamber right now, is a good
friend of mine. We have worked to-
gether on many issues. But I would
like to see him try to do the balancing
act we have had to do in this bill to get
money for a program that actually
most of us on the committee do not
even like, but to give money for that
program, and do the other things in
this bill.

We have had 81 Senators requesting
funding for all sorts of programs we
tried to fund. I want to be fair; 81 Sen-
ators asked for some funding, and 3 did
ask for some money for the Andean
Counterdrug Program. Eighty-one of
the 100 Senators asked for funding for
various items in this bill; 3 of the 100
Senators asked for funding for the An-
dean Counterdrug Program. Other than
a few lobbyists, it does not seem to be
the most popular program.

But we have a bill that is in balance.
I know the administration supports the
Andean program. They also support the
Economic Support Fund. They support
the Foreign Military Financing Pro-
gram. They support funding for the
former Soviet Republics. They support
money for Central and Eastern Europe.
They support money for the Inter-
national Military Education and Train-
ing Program. They support money for
our contributions to the World Bank
and United Nations programs. There
are a number of things the administra-
tion supports.

In fact, they have put together a leg-
islative blivet. They support a lot more
programs than there is money in this
bill. If you put up a chart: Shown up
here is what they support in programs,
down here is where they put money. So
we have had to take the money we
have available. We have taken the pro-
grams supported by the administra-
tion, and also assuming the Congress
has some say in how the money is
spent on programs supported by this
body and the other body.

All these accounts were cut by the
House and, actually, in some cases
they were cut below what the Presi-
dent requested. We restored them to

help out the administration. We made
choices. We made choices which reflect
the administration’s priorities and
Senators’ priorities. They are not al-
ways the same requests. In fact, we
were unable to fund over $3.4 billion in
requests from 81 Senators. Now this
amendment would cut those even fur-
ther.

In fact, the Andean Counterdrug Pro-
gram received a lot more funding than
many other critical programs. We pro-
vide more money for the Andean
Counterdrug Program than we do to
combat AIDS, which infects another
17,000 people every day. Many Senators
wanted to provide more money to fight
AIDS and also to help fulfill the Presi-
dent’s commitment to do that, but we
are $1 billion short of what we should
be spending on AIDS.

Incidentally, we provide more for the
Andean Regional Initiative than we do
for assistance to the world’s 22 million
refugees.

Other Senators have asked for more
money for refugees, but we were unable
to do it partly because of the huge
amount of money we are already put-
ting in the Andean Counterdrug Pro-
gram.

Incidentally, we provide over twice
as much in this bill for the Andean
Counterdrug Program as for all dis-
aster relief programs worldwide—for
victims of war, earthquakes, drought,
and other calamities in all of Africa,
Central America, and Asia—even at a
time when we are trying to point out
to the rest of the world that we are not
the Great Satan that Osama bin Laden
and others try to make us out to be,
that we do help in these areas. We
don’t help as much as the Andean
Counterdrug Program, but we will
help.

When I see requests for more money
for the Andean Counterdrug Program,
it worries me. We already spend four
times as much for the Andean
Counterdrug Program as for basic edu-
cation programs worldwide, even
though the President and Members of
both parties have said we should do
more to help improve education world-
wide so that we will have educated peo-
ple and the next generation coming
along will be educated and have a bet-
ter idea of what the United States and
other democracies are like as well as
what the real culture of their own
country is like.

We provide four times as much for
the Andean Counterdrug Program as
for microcredit programs for loans for
the world’s absolutely poorest people,
loans that help in many countries
allow women, for the first time in the
history of those countries, to have a
basic modicum of independence. For
women who have absolutely nothing
otherwise, have no way of doing it, this
program helps. We provide four times
as much for the Andean Counterdrug
Program. We provide more for the An-
dean Counterdrug Program than we do
for antiterrorism programs or non-
proliferation programs. We actually

should be spending twice as much for
those programs. We can’t because of all
the money we are already putting into
the Andean Counterdrug Program.

At some point we have to set some
priorities. We have poured in money so
fast they can’t even spend the money
they have in the pipeline. The adminis-
tration, when they provide sworn testi-
mony before the Congress, can’t even
tell us what the money is being spent
for. Yet they want more. How many
other programs do we have to cut? We
provide more for this than we do for
our export programs.

Let’s go back and tell some of the
small businesses in America that de-
pend on the export business and that
could employ people at a time when
the economy is going in the tank, let’s
tell some of these small companies,
sorry, we can’t help you build up your
business so you can export and hire
people who have been laid off to come
back because we have to give the Ande-
an Counterdrug Program more money
beyond the billions we have already
spent.

Maybe we ought to be cutting these
export programs. The heck with put-
ting people back to work; we have to
send some money down to the Andean
Counterdrug Program. We don’t know
where it is going. We don’t know how it
is being spent. We know it is not effec-
tive. We know it hasn’t stopped drugs
coming up here. But let’s make our-
selves feel good and send it down there.
Sorry, you are getting laid off from
your factory job here.

I care about international health. We
have a total of $175 million in this bill
to combat infectious diseases such as
tuberculosis and malaria. They kill
about 3 million people a year. We can
help, with some of this money, to make
sure some of these infectious diseases
that are a postage stamp or an airplane
trip away from the United States, to
stop them from coming in this country.
But we don’t have enough money to do
that. We don’t have enough money not
only to help these people eradicate
these diseases in their own country but
to stop them from coming into our
country because we don’t have enough
money. Why? We are spending four
times more on the Andean Counterdrug
Program, four times what we are doing
to stop diseases—smallpox, tuber-
culosis, malaria, or the Ebola plague—
from coming into our country.

Ask somebody who has picked up the
paper in the last few days what they
think our priorities are.

One would think from this amend-
ment that Senator MCCONNELL and I
don’t support a counterdrug program.
That is not so. We are willing to give
the benefit of the doubt. It hasn’t prov-
en it has done anything yet. It has yet
to demonstrate any impact on the drug
program in this country. But we are
willing to give the administration a
chance, and so we have thrown in a
half a billion dollars on top of the $1.3
billion of last year. The administration
says it has not worked. It can’t show
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anything where it has been successful,
but ‘‘give us some more and we will do
it.’’ We have done that.

If we add even more money for it,
where do we cut? This amendment cuts
across the board. It cuts Egypt. It cuts
Israel. It cuts Jordan. It cuts money
for the former Soviet Union. It cuts
education. It cuts TB prevention pro-
grams. It cuts education of children. It
cuts programs that might give some
economic stability to poor women
across the world. Why? To go into an
Andean Counterdrug Program where
they can’t even account for the money
they have.

I want to help Colombia. I want to
help Bolivia. I want to help Ecuador. I
want to help Peru. We have put a half
a billion dollars in here to do that,
even though that is money from prior-
ities that might do the country better.

I met the head of Colombia’s armed
forces last week. I have met him be-
fore. I have nothing but complete re-
spect and admiration for President
Pastrana of Colombia. I consider Co-
lombia’s Ambassador, Ambassador
Moreno, a friend. I think he is one of
the best ambassadors any country has
sent here. He knows how the adminis-
tration works. He knows how our coun-
try works. He knows what our culture
is. He speaks out forcefully for his own
country. He does it with great respect
for Colombia, but also with appropriate
respect for the country in which he is
serving. In fact, I sometimes wish some
of the ambassadors we sent to other
countries could do their job as well as
Ambassador Moreno does.

I hope that this half a billion dol-
lars—actually more than half a billion
dollars—that Senator MCCONNELL and I
have put into this bill will pay off in
the Andean Counterdrug Program. But
in the past year we have seen the civil
war in Colombia intensify. We have
seen the paramilitaries double in size.
There have been more massacres of in-
nocent civilians by paramilitaries this
year than ever before. There is indis-
putable evidence that the
paramilitaries are receiving support
from some in the Colombian armed
forces.

Funding that we provided last year
to strengthen Colombia’s justice sys-
tem has yet to be spent. Some of it has
been allocated for purposes that bear
little if any resemblance to what Con-
gress intended, in a bipartisan fashion,
it to be used for.

Aerial fumigation has destroyed a lot
of coca. But there are also supposed to
be alternative programs from which to
give farmers something else to earn a
living. They have barely been used.
They have not spent tens of millions of
dollars we provided last year, and
USAID has serious doubt about Colom-
bia’s ability to implement these pro-
grams.

If we don’t give these farmers an al-
ternative source of income, if we don’t
use the money we sent to do that, does
anybody doubt that we will see these
farmers planting coca again so they

can feed their families? I wish they
wouldn’t. I think it is wrong they do.
But let’s be realistic. If you have a
hungry family there, you are not going
to think of the people of another coun-
try who spend more money on their
drug habit in a week than these people
ever see in a year.

I share the concerns of the Senator
from Florida about the use of drugs in
this country, especially in my own
State. I was a prosecutor for 8 years. I
have some very strong views on these
issues. Heroin use has been steadily in-
creasing in Vermont. Like any
Vermonter, that frightens me and wor-
ries me. But the Andean Counterdrug
Program is not going to have any im-
pact on that problem we have in
Vermont. Yet there is a half billion
dollars in this bill. It is not going to
help most States. Let’s see how last
year’s money gets spent. Let’s see how
this year’s half billion dollars gets
spent. Then if the administration
comes here before Senator
McCONNELL’s and my committee next
year and starts telling us, gee, we don’t
know where the money is going, how it
is being spent, or if it is having any ef-
fect, or they are able to tell us how it
is being spent and what effect it has
had, then we can talk about more
money.

Before we throw a whole lot more
money into the problem, let’s see if the
$718 million does any good in the first
place.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kentucky.
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the

committee funded the President’s $731
million request for the Andean
Counterdrug Initiative at $567 million,
which is a cut of $164 million. This fig-
ure reflects an attempt by the sub-
committee to balance the interest of
Congress and the President over such
issues as restoring the administration’s
25 percent or $119 million cut in the ex-
port-import pact funding.

Senator GRAHAM’s amendment seeks
to restore that $164 million to this ini-
tiative. I think he knows this is going
to be an issue for the conference, as
Senator LEAHY pointed out, because
the House funding level is $675 million.
While I can appreciate his arguments
for funding the Andean initiative, it is
clear from a hearing Senator LEAHY
and I held on this issue earlier this
year that there are Members who are
concerned with Plan Colombia and the
ability of the United States to impact
narcotics growth and production in the
civil war zones. Reducing funds for the
Andean Counterdrug Initiative will not
starve our counterdrug efforts. The dis-
bursement of funds from last year’s
Plan Colombia is occurring, frankly, at
a rather slow pace. Figures from
USAID show that of the $119 million
provided for judicial, economic, and
other reforms, only $8 million has been
actually spent to date.

So Senator LEAHY and I included an
amendment in the managers’ package

to ensure adequate levels of funding for
counterdrug assistance for Bolivia and
Ecuador.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have a
unanimous consent request to which I
understand the Senator from Kentucky
has agreed.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Graham amendment No. 1950 be laid
aside, to recur at 4:40 p.m.; that there
then be 20 minutes remaining for de-
bate prior to a vote on a motion to
table the amendment, with the time to
be equally divided and controlled be-
tween the Senator from Vermont and
the senior Senator from Florida, or
their designees; that no second-degree
amendment be in order to the Graham
amendment prior to a vote on a motion
to table; that Senator FEINGOLD now be
recognized to offer two amendments,
one with respect to Andean drug and
one with respect to congressional
COLA; that if debate has not concluded
on the two Feingold amendments at
4:40 p.m., they be laid aside, to recur
upon disposition of the Graham amend-
ment in the order in which they are of-
fered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Chair, and I
am sure he understood that convoluted
agreement just as much as the pro-
pounder of it did.

By doing this—and I see the Senator
from Wisconsin in the Chamber—we
will be able to move forward. Again,
the Senator from Kentucky and I are
open to do business. I will have other
things to say and will speak on the An-
dean drug matter, but I remind every-
body that we have a huge amount of
money in the bill already, and we are
cutting a lot of programs that should
have higher priority.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the Senator from
Wisconsin is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 1951

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk, and I ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The senior assistant bill clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. FEIN-
GOLD], for himself and Mr. WELLSTONE, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1951.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
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(Purpose: To provide an additional condition

for the procurement of chemicals for aerial
coca fumigation under the Andean
Counterdrug Initiative)
On page 143, beginning on line 9, strike

‘‘and (3)’’ and all that followed through the
colon and insert the following: ‘‘(3) effective
mechanisms are in place to evaluate claims
of local citizens that their health was
harmed or their licit agricultural crops were
damaged by such aerial coca fumigation, and
provide fair compensation for meritorious
claims; and (4) within 6 months of the enact-
ment of this provision alternative develop-
ment programs have been developed, in con-
sultation with communities and local au-
thorities in the departments in which such
aerial coca fumigation is planned, and in the
areas in which such aerial coca fumigation
has been conducted, such programs are being
implemented within 6 months of the enact-
ment of this provision:

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
thank the chairman for his help in
making it possible to get going on this
amendment. I rise to offer an amend-
ment to the foreign operations appro-
priations bill. I am very pleased to
have as an original cosponsor the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Min-
nesota, Mr. WELLSTONE, who has cer-
tainly made it his business to follow
closely our policy in Latin America, in
particular in Colombia.

My amendment is intended to im-
prove the efficacy of U.S. efforts to
eradicate the supply of narcotics that
threatens our families and commu-
nities and to ensure that our efforts to
address this issue do not inadvertently
plunge the people of Latin America
into a humanitarian and economic cri-
sis.

The amendment is very simple. It re-
quires that the administration have al-
ternative development plans for a
given region in place before engaging
in aerial fumigation in that area, and
it requires that alternative develop-
ment plans are being implemented in
areas where fumigation has already oc-
curred.

This is hardly a radical initiative. I
recently received a letter from the ad-
ministration responding to some of my
inquiries and concerns about our fumi-
gation policy. In the letter, the State
Department itself noted that alter-
native development must work in con-
cert with eradication and with law en-
forcement. Unfortunately, though, over
the past year fumigation has occurred
in areas where there are no alternative
development programs in place at all
or in areas where alternative develop-
ment assistance has been exceedingly
slow.

According to a recent Center for
International Policy meeting with ex-
perts from southern Colombia, commu-
nities that signed pacts agreeing to
eradicate coca in December and Janu-
ary in Puerto Asis and Santa Ana,
Putumayo, have not yet received aid.
AID as of mid-July states that only 2
out of 29 social pacts signed have re-
ceived assistance so far. These facts
tell us that our policy has to be better
coordinated. More important, they tell
us our policy cannot possibly be work-
ing.

Of course, some people simply dis-
agree with this policy as a whole. I
have heard from a number of my con-
stituents who are concerned about fu-
migation in and of itself. They are con-
cerned about the health effects of this
policy, and they are concerned about
whether or not local communities and
authorities have been adequately con-
sulted and informed about their poli-
cies.

Frankly, I share those concerns. I
strongly support the language the Ap-
propriations Committee has included
conditioning additional funding for fu-
migation on a determination to be sub-
mitted by the Secretary of State, after
consultation with the Secretary of
HHS and the Surgeon General, that the
chemicals involved do not pose an
undue risk to human health or safety;
that fumigation is being carried out ac-
cording to EPA, CDC, and chemical
manufacturers’ guidelines; and that ef-
fective mechanisms are in place to
evaluate claims of harm from citizens
affected by fumigation. I believe these
provisions are critically important,
and I share the skepticism of many
with regard to United States policy in
Colombia in general.

Nevertheless, like those underlying
conditions in this bill, my amendment
does not seek to eliminate fumigation
from our policy toolbox. It does seek to
ensure that when we use that tool, we
use it in a rational and effective way. If
we keep on fumigating without improv-
ing the conditions of coca growers,
drug crops will simply shift to other lo-
cations or spring up again as soon as
the fumigation stops. It makes no
sense to take away a farmer’s liveli-
hood, provide him no alternative, and
expect him not to plant illicit crops
again.

Without this amendment, we risk
failing in our counternarcotics efforts
in creating a humanitarian and eco-
nomic disaster for the people of Colom-
bia, one that will doubtless also be
costly for the United States in the long
run.

I also want to point out that my
amendment calls for consultation with
affected communities and local au-
thorities. Supporting democratic gov-
ernance and a strong civil society in
Colombia are important United States
policy goals. Those aims reflect our
clear interest in a stable and law-gov-
erned Colombia.

This is a very modest proposal. It
aims to make our policy work ration-
ally and in a coordinated fashion. It
recognizes that eradication without al-
ternative development simply makes
no sense.

It acknowledges the stake of the Co-
lombian people in our policy. So I urge
my colleagues to support it.

AMENDMENT NO. 1951, AS MODIFIED

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I send
a modification to the desk. This modi-
fication changes a typographical error
in the original amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 143, beginning on line 9, strike
‘‘and (3)’’ and all that follows through the
colon and insert the following: ‘‘(3) effective
mechanisms are in place to evaluate claims
of local citizens that their health was
harmed or their licit agricultural crops were
damaged by such aerial coca fumigation, and
provide fair compensation for meritorious
claims; and (4) within 6 months of the enact-
ment of this provision alternative develop-
ment programs have been developed, in con-
sultation with communities and local au-
thorities in the departments in which such
aerial coca fumigation is planned, and in the
departments in which such aerial coca fumi-
gation has been conducted, such programs
are being implemented within 6 months of
the enactment of this provision:’’.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, did the
Senator from Wisconsin wish to say
something further?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
want to make sure, before we proceed
with this amendment, the Senator
from Minnesota has an opportunity to
address it.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I assure
the Senator from Wisconsin, and others
who will come with other matters, I
will turn over the floor in a few min-
utes.

Sometimes we take these bills and
we move them. We do this bill now, we
will do that bill now, and it is fairly
routine. Even on this bill—and I have
had the privilege of being either chair-
man or ranking member of this sub-
committee for years, handling our for-
eign aid bill through a number of dif-
ferent administrations, Republican and
Democrat. It occurs to me, we have
never quite had a time as we do today
with this bill. We have never quite had
the situation where what happens in
other parts of the world might threat-
en us so directly.

Let me tell my colleagues why I say
that. It is not a case where we have
this threat of an army marching into
the United States or a navy sailing
against us. We are too powerful for
that. It is partly because of our power
and our world status that we have both
the good news and the bad news.

Our economy is intricately inter-
twined with the global economy. Our
health depends on our ability and the
ability of countries in Africa, Asia, and
Latin America to control the spread of
deadly infectious diseases. Our security
is linked to the spread of nuclear, bio-
logical, and chemical weapons, on our
ability to stop terrorism,
narcotrafficking, and organized crime.
These threats are prevalent from as far
away as China, to our own cities.

Another less defined threat, but po-
tentially the trigger that ignites many
others, is poverty. We are surrounded
by a sea of desperate people. Two bil-
lion people, a third of the world’s in-
habitants, live on the edge of starva-
tion. They barely survive on whatever
scraps they can scavenge. Oftentimes
one sees children in food dumps scav-
enging for something. Many of the chil-
dren die before they reach the age of 5.
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In some countries, they do not even
list their births until they are 4 or 5
years old. They wait to see whether the
children make it.

This grinding, hopeless, desperate ex-
istence, something that is unimagi-
nable for all of us within this Chamber,
it is overladen with despair. That de-
spair fuels hatred, fuels fear and vio-
lence. We see it on so many continents.
We see it today in Pakistan, where
thousands of people are threatening to
overthrow their own government if
that government gives American
troops access to Pakistani territory.
We see it across Africa, Colombia, and
Indonesia. We see it in the form of refu-
gees and people displaced from their
homes, and they number in the tens of
millions.

The world is on fire in too many
places to count, and in most of those
flash points poverty and the injustice
that perpetuates it are at the root of
that instability.

Our foreign assistance programs pro-
vide economic support to poor coun-
tries, health care to the world’s need-
iest women and children, food and shel-
ter to refugees and victims of natural
and manmade disasters, and technical
expertise to promote democracy and
free markets and human rights and the
rule of law. That is the way it should
be, when we are so blessed in this Na-
tion with such abundance.

As important as this aid is, the
amount we give is a pittance when con-
sidered in terms of our wealth and the
seriousness of the threats we face. So
many countries give so much more.

I can make an argument for the for-
eign aid bill on national security. I can
make an argument for this bill because
it helps create American jobs. I can
make an argument for this bill because
when we eliminate disease, we protect
ourselves. The biggest argument I will
make for this bill is how can we accept
the enormous blessings of this coun-
try—we are about 5 percent of the
world’s population. We are consuming
more than half of the world’s re-
sources. How can we say we are a
moral people if we do not help others?

This goes beyond politics. This goes
beyond economics. This goes beyond
security. It is a matter of morality;
morality to shape our whole nation in
the helping of others.

If somebody came up to us today and
said look at this child who is going to
die of malaria; if you would give us 75
cents or a dollar you would save the
child, if you knew it was real and you
could save the child, of course you
would give that. We do not even give
that in these bills.

The approximately $10 billion that
we provide in this type of assistance,
through the State Department or the
U.S. Agency for International Develop-
ment, the contributions to the World
Bank, the U.N. Development Program,
the World Food Program, all of that
money comes out to well under a dollar
a week from us.

The amount that each of us gives
does not keep two refugees alive a

year. We do not keep up with the num-
ber of people living in poverty, which is
rising steadily.

I know our economy is suffering and
our people are hurting in this country.
As much suffering as we have and as
hurting as we are, I can show you
places where billions of people would
trade places with us in a heartbeat.

We will work to help people in our
country, as we should, but let us not
bury our heads in the sand. We do not
protect our national interests in to-
day’s complex and dangerous world on
a foreign assistance budget that is less
in real terms than it was 15 years ago
when I was a junior Senator. Our world
is not simply our towns and our States
and our country. It is the whole world.
We live in a global economy.

The Ebola virus is like a terrorist; it
is only an airplane flight away from
our shores. We can try our best to con-
trol our borders, but we cannot hide be-
hind an impenetrable wall. We have to
go to the source of the problem; that
is, to countries that are failing from
AIDS, from ignorance, from poverty,
and from injustice. We need a better
understanding of the world in which we
live.

Almost 60 percent of the world’s peo-
ple live in Asia. That number is grow-
ing. Seventy percent of the world’s peo-
ple are nonwhite. Seventy percent are
non-Christian. About 5 percent,
though, own more than half of the
world’s wealth. Half the world’s people
suffer from malnutrition. Can one
imagine what a tragedy it would be if
we went back to our home States and
half of the people of the State were
malnourished? Well, half the world’s
people are.

Seventy percent of the people in this
world are illiterate. Instead of $10 bil-
lion to combat poverty, support democ-
racy, promote free markets, and the
rule of law, and aid victims of disaster,
we should be spending $50 billion.

Is it a lot? With a Federal budget of
$2 trillion, that depends. We are going
to spend more than that just to recover
from the September 11 terrorist at-
tacks. We are going to spend a lot more
to conduct a campaign against ter-
rorism, and we must. Maybe if we had
spent more money in the first place on
some of these problems we might not
have faced a September 11 terrorist at-
tack. We also have to look at other
global problems. Not the problems,
thank God, that killed 6,000 Americans
in a day, but they have posed immense
long-term problems affecting our lives.

Extreme poverty on a massive scale,
population growth effects on countries,
and the poisoning of our environment
are problems we cannot continue to
treat as afterthoughts. We cannot
spend so little to combat these threats,
anymore than we could justify failing
to anticipate the attacks on the World
Trade Center and the Pentagon. We
cannot solve all the problems. Nobody
can.

Maybe one of the positive things that
will come from the time of national

soul-searching is to think differently
about what the future holds in our role
in the world. The Senator from Ken-
tucky and I have done our best to re-
spond to these problems, but it is not
enough and falls far short. We are not
going to do it with a budget that is less
than that of a decade ago. Because of
that, we fail the American people and
we fail future generations.

We say with pride we are a super-
power. And I say that with pride. But
let’s start acting like a superpower,
like the leading democracy of the
world. Let’s reach deep inside of the
best of our country. Then let us lead
the world in combating poverty and
supporting the development of democ-
racy and preserving what is left of the
world’s natural environment. Let’s
start paying our share. We have a
moral responsibility.

But even if we are not reaching in-
side ourselves to answer that moral
call, give a pragmatic reason why we
should not do our share. We are, after
all, the Nation with the very most at
stake.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

JOHNSON). The Senator from Min-
nesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
am pleased to join my colleague, Sen-
ator FEINGOLD, with this amendment.

Mr. President, I rise today to address
disturbing developments in our
antinarcotics efforts in Colombia, and
to join Senator FEINGOLD in calling for
a shift in our fumigation policy.

The motivations behind the Andean
Counterdrug Initiative and last year’s
Plan Colombia are important—stop the
flow of illicit drugs into the United
States. I, like every other member of
this body, am extremely concerned
about the effects of drug use on our
citizens, particularly our children.
That said, I am becoming more and
more convinced that the plan advanced
for combating this problem targets the
wrong source. What’s more, I think
that the methodology used is neither
fair nor effective.

I am talking about aerial coca eradi-
cation, which has been the focus of our
efforts in Colombia. Last December,
the Colombian military began a mas-
sive fumigation campaign in southern
Colombia, with U.S. support. Under the
current plan, pilots working for
DynCorp, a major U.S. government
military contractor, spray herbicide on
hundreds of thousands of acres of Co-
lombian farmland. To date, the prov-
inces of Putumayo, Cauca, and Narino
have been most affected, but expansion
of the program is imminent. I have a
number of concerns about this ap-
proach.

First, I have become increasingly
convinced that fumigation is an ex-
treme, unsustainable policy causing
considerable damage. Since the fumi-
gation campaign started last Decem-
ber, rivers, homes, farms, and
rainforests have been fumigated with
the herbicide Round-Up. Because
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Round-Up is a ‘‘non-selective’’ herbi-
cide, it kills legal food crops and the
surrounding forest, in addition to coca
plants. Furthermore, farmers and their
supporters contend that glyphosate is
hazardous. I’m beginning to believe
they’re right.

Round-Up is classified by its manu-
facturer, Monsanto, as ‘‘relatively
safe.’’ However, the EPA classifies
Round-Up as ‘‘most poisonous,’’ while
the World Health Organization classi-
fies it as ‘‘extremely poisonous.’’ Direc-
tions on glyphosate products, like
Round-Up, warn users not to apply the
product in a way that will cause con-
tact with people ‘‘either directly or
through drift.’’ These instructions and
warnings are not being taken into con-
sideration.

What’s more, according to the
Round-Up website, the herbicide is not
recommended for aerial application
and is not supposed to be applied near
or in bodies of water. However, in Co-
lombia, much of the coca cultivation
takes place alongside rivers and ponds,
and these bodies of water are routinely
fumigated. A November 2000 report by
the American Bird Conservancy notes
that Round-Up is extremely toxic to
fish and other aquatic organisms.

Putumayo, where the spraying has
been principally concentrated, reports
over 4,000 people with skin or gastric
disorders, above and beyond normal
averages. In January and February
alone, over 175,000 animals were killed
in that region. All had been sprayed
with Round-Up and Cosmo Flux, a Co-
lombian-made mix.

Mr. President, in light of this mount-
ing evience, I don’t believe that we can
sit idly by as U.S. taxpayer dollars go
toward such a policy. The environ-
mental consequences are serious. The
health effects are concerning at best,
deadly at worst.

This is an especially personal issue
for me. As the only United States Sen-
ator to withstand aerial fumigation, I
feel I have a unique obligation to ad-
dress this matter forcefully. When I
visited Colombia last year, I was
sprayed with glyphosate. At the time, I
had little idea of the threats that such
activity entailed.

Families continue to suffer hunger as
legal food crops have been destroyed
and livestock have been harmed. No
emergency aid has been provided, and
economic development efforts have yet
to be realized. In fact, according to a
report by Colombian Human Rights
Ombudsman Eduardo Cifuentes, eleven
different alternative development
projects were fumigated during the
campaigns. We are undermining our
own programs.

This brings me to my second point;
alternative development aid has not
been delivered, even though fumigation
has been in place since December.

While fumigation began soon after
the passage of Plan Colombia, alter-
native development programs have yet
to get off the ground. Last July, the
Center for International Policy held a

meeting with experts from southern
Colombia. At that meeting, they re-
ported that those communities who
have signed pacts agreeing to eradicate
coca in December and January have
not yet received aid. These commu-
nities—like Puerto Asis and Santa
Ana, both in Putumayo—have ex-
pressed their willingness to work on
the problem. What have they gotten in-
stead? They have gotten babies with
rashes, dead animals, ruined food
crops, and tainted water.

In addition, the slowness in aid deliv-
ery makes farmers lose further trust in
the Colombian government and in
eradication. As we all know, alter-
native development takes time to plan
and implement. We can expect that
USAID will be moving ahead in the fu-
ture. But it is clear from events in
southern Colombia that there was no
coordination between fumigation ef-
forts and alternative development. A
massive fumigation campaign went
ahead when development programs
were still in the planning stage. This is
the height of irresponsibility.

How are we going to get Colombian
peasants to change their practices
without viable alternatives?

Under the current plan, the govern-
ment of Colombia will give each family
up to $2,000 in subsidies and technical
assistance to grow substitute crops
like rice, corn and fruit. We are pro-
viding $16 million specifically for these
purposes—a mere 1 percent of the total
Colombian aid package. Many believe
this is not enough, with the average
coca farmer making about $1,000 a
month. Regardless, these subsidies
have yet to take effect. We haven’t
even tried.

In the USAID ‘‘Report on Progress
Toward Implementing Plan Colombia—
Supported Activities’’ released at the
end of last month, these facts become
apparent. Of the more than $40 million
obligated under Plan Colombia for pro-
moting economic and social alter-
natives to illicit crop production, a
mere $6 million has been spent. Of the
37,000 families who signed ‘‘social
pacts’’ agreeing to eliminate coca in
exchange for alternative development
programs, only 568 families had re-
ceived their first package of assistance.

Moreover, fumigation campaigns
without alternative development
threaten the very goals they claim to
support. They fuel a mistrust in the
national government, as communities
are forced by the campaigns to flee
their homes and move elsewhere in
search of food. Individuals in these
areas often turn to the guerrillas or
paramilitaries in search of security,
exacerbating the violent conflict and
undermining the rule of law in the re-
gion. An abandonment of the fumiga-
tion policy will help to strengthen the
relationship between farmers in these
areas and the national government,
which will help eradication efforts in
the long term.

A recent study by the conservative
think tank, Rand Corporation, rightly

notes that the aerial fumigation of
coca crops is backfiring politically.
They say: ‘‘Absent viable economic al-
ternatives [such as crop substitution
and infrastructure development], fumi-
gation may simply displace growers to
other regions and increase support for
the guerrillas.’’

Next, I don’t believe that fumigation
solves the problem of coca cultivation,
but simply shifts the problem from one
area to another. In a New York Times
interview with Juan de Jesus Cardenas,
governor of the Huila province, re-
porter Juan Forero wrote the fol-
lowing: ‘‘the governor of Huila said re-
gional leaders across the southern area
of Colombia believed that defoliation
would simply drive farmers to cul-
tivate coca and poppies in other re-
gions. ‘That is what happened with de-
foliation of Putumayo, with the move-
ment of displaced people into Nariño,’
said the governor.’’ Likewise, our Am-
bassador to Colombia, Mrs. Anne Pat-
terson, has acknowledged that coca
had appeared for the first time in the
eastern departments of Arauca and
Vichada.

Fumigation without adequate alter-
native development programs in place
creates a vacuum in the local economy
and food supply. This causes coca grow-
ers to flee and move deeper into the
agrarian frontier, where they replant
coca, often twice as much, as an insur-
ance policy. This causes deforestation
and instability among residents indige-
nous to the new areas of production.

This has implications not only on
ecology, but also on regional security.
Brazil, Ecuador, Panama, Peru, and
Venezuela, have been and will increas-
ingly be affected by massive population
flows caused by aerial eradication.
Frankly, I do not want to be respon-
sible for contributing to an already
devastating humanitarian catastrophe.

Putting aside these concerns, I must
ask: ‘‘to date, just how effective have
our efforts been at eradicating coca?’’
Regrettably, the answer is—not very
good!

Recent estimates by U.S. analysts re-
port that there are now at least 336,000
acres of coca in Colombia, far higher
than earlier estimates. The United Na-
tions, using different methodology, put
the amount even higher for last year’s
major growing season—402,000 acres.
Although about 123,000 acres of coca
plants have been fumigated under Plan
Colombia, cultivation increased by 11
percent last year. What are we accom-
plishing here?

There is a way out. Local govern-
ments have pledged to eradicate coca-
without harmful fumigation; I think
they deserve a chance.

In May, six governors from southern
Colombia, the region where most of Co-
lombia’s coca is grown, presented
‘‘Plan Sur,’’ a comprehensive strategy
for coca elimination, alternative devel-
opment, and support for the peace
process. The plan opposes fumigation
as destructive and unnecessary. The
governors ask that communities have

VerDate 13-OCT-2001 03:45 Oct 25, 2001 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00035 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A24OC6.042 pfrm02 PsN: S24PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES10942 October 24, 2001
the chance to manually eradicate their
crops, and call for sufficient alter-
native development funding.

Twice this year, I have met with
these governors, as well as representa-
tives from the Colombian House and
Senate, and NGO leaders. They are an
impressive, courageous group. In their
visit to Washington in March, four of
the governors from southern Colombia,
led by Ivan Guerrero of Putumayo, de-
nounced fumigation and called for a
more humane and sustainable approach
to coca eradication. Governor
Jaramillo Martinez of Tolima stated:
‘‘fumigation is not working as ex-
pected. It is displacing people and con-
tinuing to deforest the jungle. We need
to give these farmers the opportunity
to grow other crops.’’

I am in full agreement. The present
course is not only destructive, but also
ineffective.

Meanwhile, opposition to fumigation
continues to mount. Numerous mayors
from southern Colombia support the
governors in their call to change the
policy. And, prompted by these same
concerns, other prominent officials
like Carlos Ossa, the nation’s general
comptroller, have called for a suspen-
sion of spraying. In July, Judge
Gilberto Reyes ordered ‘‘the immediate
suspension of the entire fumigation
project’’; it seems he, too, wants defini-
tive answers on the effects of
glyphosate.

However, President Pastrana’s gov-
ernment continues to spray large
swaths of territory. Frankly, the deci-
sion to proceed despite widespread op-
position was a disappointment. In a
country that has struggled to promote
democracy and lawfulness, surely this
was the wrong course of action.

Yet I refuse to give up on Colombia
and its brave citizenry. I believe there
are many positive steps the United
States can take to reduce drug produc-
tion and promote peace and democracy
in Colombia and the Andes.

I join Senator FEINGOLD in opposing
only those parts of this package that
damage human rights and the environ-
ment—not the bulk of the assistance
for alternative development, judicial
support and interdiction efforts
through the police.

In concluding, I believe there must be
a moratorium on further fumigation
until alternative development is imple-
mented. I am pleased that my col-
league, Senator LEAHY saw fit to in-
clude language that would withhold
funding for aerial fumigation without
first determining and reporting to Con-
gress on the health and safety effects
of the chemicals being used, and the
manner of their application. Our deci-
sions should reflect the will of the Co-
lombian people. Colombian governors,
parliamentarians, mayors, judges, and
activists have all called for an end to
spraying. Too much is riding on our de-
cisions, made so far away.

I further believe we should play a
more effective role by helping create
genuine economic alternatives for the

peasant farmers and others involved in
the Andean drug trade. As the failure
of our current policy shows, the most
that can be expected from the strategy
of eradication and interdiction is mov-
ing the areas of production from one
country to another and thereby spread-
ing the problems associated with the
drug market.

Finally, we should better combat
drug abuse here at home through fund-
ing drug treatment and education pro-
grams. As long as there is constant de-
mand for cocaine and heroin in our
country, peasants in the Andes with no
viable alternatives will continue to
grow coca and poppies simply to sur-
vive.

I will summarize this way. When I
look at this Andean Counterdrug Ini-
tiative and last year’s Plan Colombia, I
think the intention is right on the
mark and in good faith: protecting our
children and our citizens, from drugs.
The methodology is absolutely flawed.
We would actually be doing a much
better job if we focused on the demand
for the drugs in our own country.

I remember when I met with the De-
fense Minister in Colombia, Mr. Rami-
rez, he said: We export 300 metric tons
of cocaine to the United States. As
long as we have this demand, we will
continue to do it. Someone will do it.

There will come a point when we will
look at addiction and make sure we
cover this and we will get help to peo-
ple so they get into treatment pro-
grams. We will do what we need to do
by way of prevention. That will be far
more the answer than this effort.

I will focus on the fumigation. I have
become increasingly convinced—and I
think Senator FEINGOLD talked about
this—that it is an extreme,
unsustainable policy which I think
causes damage to people. The experts
will say that the spraying is classified
by Monsanto as ‘‘relatively safe’’. But
the EPA calls it ‘‘most poisonous’’, and
the World Health Organization classi-
fies it as ‘‘extremely poisonous’’. Talk
to the people living there and listen to
them. They are the ones saying they
have the rashes, headaches, nausea,
and are getting sick.

With all due respect, I cannot blame
them for being a little skeptical about
what all these experts tell them. There
is some good language in this foreign
operations bill that Senator LEAHY
worked on saying we have to do a care-
ful study of the health effects of this,
which I believe is right on the mark.
Talk to the Governors of different re-
gions. They are worried about what
this is doing to them. It is easy for us
to say it is not a problem. It is easy for
Monsanto to say that.

I was kidding around with Senator
FEINGOLD, and said: I feel like I have
some expertise in that I think I am the
only U.S. Senator to withstand aerial
fumigation. I was sprayed when I was
in Colombia—I don’t think on purpose.
I don’t live there. It was just one time,
not over and over and over again.

The second point that this amend-
ment speaks to—and I pressed the Am-

bassador, who I think is very good; we
have a very good Ambassador. I said to
her, ‘‘the social development money
was supposed to go with this’’. Unfortu-
nately, what we are doing, we are also
eradicating legal crops. That is part of
the problem.

The other part of the problem is we
are telling campesinos we are going to
do the spraying and eradicate the crops
without alternatives for them to put
food on the table for themselves and
their families. The whole idea was,
with the spraying we’re going to give
campesinos the social development
money and the viable alternatives for
their families. This amendment speaks
to that and makes it clear we have to
see that social development money on
the ground; that is to say, where people
live.

I join Senator FEINGOLD in this focus
on what I call environmental justice.
We both have tried, to the best of our
ability, to raise the human rights con-
cerns. I did that in an earlier state-
ment today. I will not go over it again.

The Leahy language would withhold
funding for aerial fumigation without
first determining and reporting to Con-
gress on the health and safety effects
of the chemicals being used and the
manner of their application. It is im-
portant that language be implemented.
I say that on the floor of the Senate.

Many Colombian governors, parlia-
mentarians, mayors, judges, and activ-
ists have called for an end to the spray-
ing. Between the focus of this amend-
ment, with the Leahy language, the
emphasis we have on this amendment
on the alternative economic develop-
ments—and again I say one more time,
since I have already spoken to the best
of my ability on human rights—it will
make a lot more difference when we
deal with the demand for it here in our
own country. That is what will make a
difference.

My hope is this amendment will be
accepted. I thank the Senator for his
effort. I don’t want to hold up the
progress of the bill. I thank Senator
LEAHY for his statement about this for-
eign operations appropriations bill. I
think it was a very important state-
ment. In particular, I say to my col-
leagues, I think probably people in the
United States of America will no
longer be isolationist again. People are
painfully aware of the interconnections
of the world in which we live. Many of
these countries are our neighbors
whether we want them to be so or not.
I think there is much more of a focus
on the world. We understand now that
we ignore the world at our own peril.

This is a good piece of legislation
overall. I presented my critique of Plan
Colombia, and I would like to see some
things change. I think we have done
our very best through some amend-
ments and speaking out.

As long as we are talking about this
world in which we live, I want to men-
tion, and I will do this in 3 minutes, on
September 11—everybody has talked
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about it—but I have my own frame-
work for thinking about this and I just
want to mention it.

In 1940 and 1941, the Germans engaged
in an unprecedented bombing of civil-
ians in Great Britain to weaken civil-
ian opposition to Nazism, and 20,000
citizens were killed, murdered. On Sep-
tember 11, almost 6,000 Americans, in-
nocent civilians, were murdered.
Therefore, I think there is absolute
moral justification for taking the kind
of action we believe we must take so
terrorists don’t have free rein, to try to
prevent this from happening again.
That is why I reject the arguments
about what were the underlying causes
of the hatred or violence.

I said to friends, some who make that
argument, you never ask me to give a
speech about what caused those men to
murder Matthew Shepard, a gay man
in Wyoming. How could they have that
hatred? They murdered him. Murder is
murder. Camus said murder is never le-
gitimate.

Here is the question I have. In trying
to achieve this goal, I think that force,
unfortunately—and for me, the mili-
tary option, the use of force, is always
the last option—is one of the options
that is necessary. In the end, I think
the question is: Do we make this a bet-
ter world, this journey we are taking?

I have spoken of humanitarian assist-
ance. But the other point I want to
make is, over and over again, we
should speak on the floor, I understand
that this is easier said than done, but
reports of innocent people being mur-
dered in a nursing home or hospital are
concerning. I have no reason to believe
that those who are carrying out the
military campaign are not making
every effort to keep this away from in-
nocent civilians. I have no reason to
believe that they are not making every
effort. But I will tell you, we have to be
concerned every single time our mili-
tary action, our bombing, leads to the
death of an innocent civilian in Af-
ghanistan. These people are not our en-
emies. Every time it happens, even
though it is inadvertent, never on pur-
pose, it is a contradiction of the values
we live by. It does us no good when it
comes to the rest of the Muslim and Is-
lamic world.

So I would like to continue to make
the appeal that in carrying this out
with the use of force, the highest pri-
ority must be to avoid the loss of inno-
cent life in Afghanistan.

As President Bush said, these Af-
ghans are among the poorest people in
the world. They are not our enemies.
The terrorists and those who harbor
terrorists are our enemies. The Af-
ghans are not our enemies. It is a trag-
edy, and I deeply regret the fact that
there are innocent Afghans who lost
their lives as a result of the bombing.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin.
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I

thank the Senator from Minnesota for
his tremendous support of this amend-

ment and his knowledge of the subject.
I am also hopeful this amendment will
be accepted and make it all the way
through the process. It is extremely
modest. I appreciate his help.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1952

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, pur-
suant to the previous order, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. FEIN-

GOLD], for himself and Mr. BAUCUS, proposes
an amendment numbered 1952.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I ask unanimous
consent the reading of the amendment
be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide that Members of Con-

gress shall not receive a cost of living ad-
justment in pay during fiscal year 2002)
At the appropriate place in the bill insert

the following sections:
SEC. . COST OF LIVING ADJUSTMENT FOR MEM-

BERS OF CONGRESS.
Notwithstanding any other provision of

law, no adjustment shall be made under sec-
tion 601(a) of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 31) (relating to cost of
living adjustments for Members of Congress)
during fiscal year 2002.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, there
is a great sense of unity across the Na-
tion as we begin the process of recov-
ering from the events of September 11.
I have been very heartened by the bi-
partisanship demonstrated by Congress
as it acts to respond to the human and
economic devastation. We will need to
maintain that unity as we ask for the
sacrifices necessary to end this busi-
ness.

Given all that has happened, all that
will happen, and the sacrifices that will
be asked of all Americans, Congress
should not accept a $4,900 pay raise. My
amendment would stop it.

The automatic pay raise is some-
thing that I never regarded as appro-
priate. It is an unusual thing for some-
one to have the power to raise their
own pay. Few people have that ability.
Most of our constituents do not have
that power. And that this power is so
unusual is good reason for the Congress
to exercise that power openly, and to
exercise it subject to regular proce-
dures that include debate, amendment,
and a vote on the record.

That is why this process of pay raises
without accountability must end. The
27th amendment to the Constitution
states:

No law, varying the compensation for the
services of the senators and representatives,

shall take effect, until an election of rep-
resentatives shall have intervened.

A number of my colleagues have ap-
proached me about this pay raise in the
past few weeks, and many have indi-
cated they support the pay raise. In
fact, one of my colleagues said they
would offer an amendment that actu-
ally increased the scheduled $4,900 pay
raise because they felt it was too low.

While I strongly disagree with that
position, I certainly respect those who
hold it. But whatever one’s position on
the pay raise, the Senate ought to be
on record on the matter if it is to go
into effect.

The current pay raise system allows
a pay raise without any recorded vote.
Even those who support a pay raise
should be willing to insist that Mem-
bers go on record on this issue.

This process of stealth pay raises
must end, and I have introduced legis-
lation to stop this practice. But the
amendment I offer today does not go
that far. All it does is to stop the $4,900
pay raise that is scheduled to go into
effect in January.

We are spending the hard-earned tax
dollars of millions of Americans to re-
cover from the horrific events of Sep-
tember 11 and to ensure that it does
not happen again. We have spent all of
the on-budget surplus, and are well
into the surplus that represents Social
Security trust fund balances. That is
something we should do only to meet
the most critical national priorities.

A $4,900 pay raise for Congress is not
a critical national priority.

This to me obviously is not the time
for Congress to accept a pay raise.
Let’s stop this backdoor pay raise, and
then let’s enact legislation to end this
practice once and for all.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, knowing
the Senator from Wisconsin as I do,
and knowing the seriousness of every-
thing he does legislatively, I want the
RECORD to reflect my personal under-
standing of why he is offering this
amendment and reiterating how
strongly he feels about it.

Being a member of the Appropria-
tions Committee and having been a
Member of this body when we had a
rule XVI which didn’t mean anything—
you could add anything you wanted to
appropriations bills; you could legis-
late on them—appropriations bills
should be appropriations bills.

As a proud member of the Appropria-
tions Committee, I raise a point of
order against the amendment that the
amendment is not germane under rule
XVI.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry: Is the Chair aware
of any basis in the bill for the defense
of germaneness?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is unaware of any defense.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

point of order is well taken. The
amendment falls.
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Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, in

light of the Chair’s ruling, I want to let
the body know that this issue is not
going away. I understand a number of
my colleagues want a pay raise. While
I disagree with that sentiment, I cer-
tainly respect their right to hold it. I
believe at the very least there should
be a rollcall vote on this matter itself
and not on any procedural approach. I
will bring this issue back at every rea-
sonable opportunity until I get a roll
call on the merits.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.
AMENDMENT NO. 1953

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for

Mr. DODD, proposes an amendment numbered
1953.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 1953

(Purpose: To require a study and report on
the feasibility of increasing the number of
Peace Corps volunteers serving in coun-
tries having a majority Muslim popu-
lation)

On page 232, between lines 23 and 24, insert
the following:

INCREASED PEACE CORPS PRESENCE IN MUSLIM
COUNTRIES

SEC. 581.(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the
following findings:

(1) In the aftermath of the terrorist at-
tacks of September 11, 2001, it is more impor-
tant than ever to foster peaceful relation-
ships with citizens of predominantly Muslim
countries.

(2) One way to foster understanding be-
tween citizens of predominantly Muslim
countries and the United States is to send
United States citizens to work with citizens
of Muslim countries on constructive projects
in their home countries.

(3) The Peace Corps mission as stated by
Congress in the Peace Corps Act is to pro-
mote world peace and friendship.

(4) Within that mission, the Peace Corps
has three goals:

(A) To assist the people of interested coun-
tries in meeting the need of those countries
for trained men and women.

(B) To assist in promoting a better under-
standing of Americans on the part of the
peoples served.

(C) To assist in promoting a better under-
standing of other peoples on the part of
Americans.

(5) The Peace Corps has had significant
success in meeting these goals in the coun-
tries in which the Peace Corps operates, and
has already established mechanisms to put
volunteers in place and sustain them abroad.

(6) The Peace Corps currently operates in
very few predominantly Muslim countries.

(7) An increased number of Peace Corps
volunteers in Muslim countries would assist
in promoting peace and understanding be-
tween Americans and Muslims abroad.

(b) STUDY.—The Director of the Peace
Corps shall undertake a study to determine—

(1) the feasibility of increasing the number
of Peace Corps volunteers in countries that
have a majority Muslim population;

(2) the manner in which the Peace Corps
may target the recruitment of Peace Corps
volunteers from among United States citi-
zens who have an interest in those countries
or who speak Arabic;

(3) appropriate mechanisms to ensure the
safety of Peace Corps volunteers in countries
that have a majority Muslim population; and

(4) the estimated increase in funding that
will be necessary for the Peace Corps to im-
plement any recommendation resulting from
the study of the matters described in para-
graphs (1) through (3).

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Direc-
tor of the Peace Corps shall submit to the
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port containing the findings of the study
conducted under subsection (b).

(d) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—In this section, the term
‘‘appropriate congressional committees’’
means the Committee on Foreign Relations
of the Senate and the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives.
VITIATION OF VOTE—AMENDMENTS NOS. 1922 AND

1923

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the action on the
Wellstone amendments numbered 1922
and 1923 be vitiated. These amend-
ments were modified and accepted as
part of the managers’ package.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, what is
the parliamentary situation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending amendment is the Reid for
Dodd amendment No. 1953.

Mr. LEAHY. Time has not been di-
vided or anything on that amendment,
has it?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No, it
has not.

Mr. LEAHY. The reason I ask, Mr.
President, is I do not want to cut into
anybody else’s time. But since I do not
see anybody else seeking recognition, I
will continue, as I have throughout
consideration of this bill, to point out
some of the issues we face in our for-
eign aid bill. Maybe one issue is espe-
cially good to look at as we look at the
world’s attention focused on Afghani-
stan.

I was struck by what I heard over and
over again from various military ana-
lysts and others; that is, there are mil-
lions of unexploded landmines scat-
tered throughout that mountainous
country. It is not hyperbole when I say
millions of unexploded landmines;
there are millions. Most of them are
plastic Russian mines—those are prob-
ably the most difficult to detect—but
some are Chinese mines, some are Brit-
ish mines, some are Italian mines, and
some are American mines.

The reason I mention that is, any one
of those mines could kill a soldier—
ours or theirs—or kill a child. A lot of
them are designed to injure a combat-
ant, blow a leg off a soldier, the idea
being, if the soldier is not dead, it
might tie up three or four of his com-
rades to take care of him or carry him
back to a safe place. But, of course, a
shiny little mine that might blow a leg
off a soldier—it looks like a shiny toy
to a child—sometimes blows off the
hands, arms, or head of a child. In fact,
the vast majority of those who will be
injured by them will be noncombat-
ants.

Because landmines are also weapons
of terror, they are routinely used to
terrorize not combatants but civilian
populations. Afghanistan is only one
example. There are lots of countries—
dozens—that are plagued by mines.

Landmines maim and kill innocent
people every day in the Balkans, in
Southeast Asia, Africa, Chechnya, even
in Central America. What is as tragic
is that the killing goes on long after
the war that brought the mines is over.

We usually see the newspaper articles
or television specials where the parties
come together and they sign the armi-
stice, they sign a peace agreement at
the end of the war. They say: OK, it is
all over. We are now friends again, or
at least we are noncombatants. They
leave. The armies march off, the tanks
drive away, and so forth, but the mines
stay. A child not even born at the time
the peace agreement is signed is killed
when first learning to walk.

We have mines and unexploded muni-
tions from the United States in Viet-
nam and Laos. They were dropped
when I first came to the Senate a quar-
ter of a century ago. They are still
blowing people up. They are still kill-
ing and wounding people in Vietnam
and Laos.

In Bosnia, most American casualties
were from landmines. The same was
true in Somalia.

In Afghanistan, we gave mines to the
anti-Russian forces, some of whom are
now the Taliban. You know the phrase:
What goes around comes around. We
gave the Taliban landmines. We also
gave them Stinger missiles. But land-
mines, think of that; we gave some of
the Taliban landmines. When our
troops go there—as they already have,
according to the press accounts, and we
assume will continue to go there—one
of the biggest dangers they will face is
some of the landmines we left there
from the 1980s.

We and the rest of the international
community are going to be paying for
many years to clean up this deadly leg-
acy. The right thing to do is to clean it
up. In fact, this bill contains $40 mil-
lion for demining programs and has an-
other $12 million to assist victims of
war, including mine victims.

But I think of the $12 million or so
that gets spent every year in the Leahy
War Victims Fund, and the tens of mil-
lions of dollars in demining, and I
think, wouldn’t it be wonderful if we
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did not have to spend any of that
money because the world stopped the
indiscriminate use of landmines and we
had a chance to clean up what was
there.

A lot of nations already have stopped
using them. Every member of NATO,
with the exception of one, has agreed
to stop using them. Ironically enough,
even though we are spending a lot of
money to clean up landmines, the one
nation in NATO that has not agreed to
stop using landmines is the United
States.

Every nation in the Western Hemi-
sphere has banned the use of landmines
except two, the United States and
Cuba. Interesting company. Cuba
should ban them; the United States
should ban them. Every other country
in our Western Hemisphere has.

Two months ago, terrorism was a for-
eign concept to so many Americans.
Anthrax was a foreign concept. But it
is not any longer. We have experienced
the tragedy and fear that people in
many countries have lived with for
years.

Fortunately, in our Nation, when it
comes to landmines, we have not used
landmines on American soil since the
Civil War. I can’t help but think if
landmines were used in this country to
terrorize Americans, as they are in
other countries, then the United
States, I am sure, would have joined
the 142 other nations in banning their
use.

Ask people who have served in com-
bat. Most people who actually served in
combat tell me that mines are more
trouble than they are worth, and any
enemy worth its salt can breach a
minefield in a matter of minutes. A
child cannot; the enemy can.

You scatter landmines and then your
own troops—who often need to maneu-
ver quickly because sometimes the bat-
tlefront moves very quickly—risk trig-
gering their own mines. The battle
might be over in a matter of hours, but
even self-deactivating mines stay
longer than that. The battle can ebb
and flow very quickly.

Unfortunately, the Pentagon has
been bogged down in a costly, poorly
designed program to find alternatives
to mines. Although it might have
seemed like a good idea when it was
proposed 6 years ago, it has been man-
aged by people who have no sense of ur-
gency and who never believed in the
goal anyway. They spent the money,
but there is little to show for it.

It makes me think of that PBS pro-
gram, ‘‘Yes, Minister’’—a wonderful
program. You had a British minister
who, while elected, had the head of the
public service for his ministry who did
not agree with anything the minister
wanted to do; but he was so nice.

Every time the minister said, we
have to go forward with programs like
this, that, or the other thing, the head
of his civil service would say: Yes, Min-
ister. Of course, Minister. Wonderful
idea, Minister. We will do it in the full-
ness of time. And the minister finally

realized ‘‘the fullness of time’’ was not
his lifetime.

That is what has happened with those
who have been tasked with the idea of
coming up with this alternative to
landmines. They do not believe in it, so
they drag their feet. They know those
of us in Congress who support it will
someday leave; they hope the sooner
the better. Administrations come and
go. But the irony is, we do not need to
even search for alternatives.

As many retired and active duty de-
fense officials will say privately, we al-
ready have suitable alternative weap-
ons technologies. We have smart weap-
ons. We have sensor technologies that
are a lot more cost-effective than
mines. They are safer for our soldiers,
and they don’t impede their mobility. I
hope that the Pentagon, with all the
weapons in its arsenal, is not going to
add to the millions of landmines al-
ready littering Afghanistan.

They threaten civilian and humani-
tarian aid workers. They terrorize and
kill and maim refugees who are trying
to flee. These indiscriminate weapons
don’t belong on today’s battlefield no
matter who is putting them there, no
matter how right they think their
cause.

The administration is conducting a
review of its landmine policy. We can
have a mine-free military if we want.
Then probably it would not be long be-
fore Russia would do the same.
Wouldn’t it be nice if we could say that
in the western hemisphere, where
today every country except the United
States and Cuba has banned mines, we
banned mines as every other country
except Cuba? Now it is your turn.
Wouldn’t it be nice when we sent our
Ambassador to NATO not to have to
look away when every single NATO
ally tells us they have banned their
landmines and we haven’t?

The Clinton administration took
some first steps, but they never fully
grasped the issue. They didn’t under-
stand it. Some did not want to. I be-
lieve the President did want to but
didn’t follow through.

This administration has an oppor-
tunity to design a roadmap to finish
the job. It would increase the effective-
ness and mobility and the safety of our
own troops. This is not something we
do just to help other countries. It
would actually help our own troops. It
would take White House leadership,
but it can be done. The White House
lead would be strongly supported by
the Congress, Republicans and Demo-
crats, because so many across the po-
litical spectrum have already voted to
ban landmines.

One person in this country has done
more than any other to bring to the
world’s attention the need to ban land-
mines. That is Bobby Muller, the head
of the Vietnam Veterans of America
Foundation. Bobby Muller is known
and admired by so many Senators, par-
ticularly those who served in combat.
He is perhaps the most visionary, elo-
quent, dedicated, and inspiring person I
have met.

He enlisted in the Marine Corps. He
volunteered to serve in Vietnam. He
was paralyzed from the waist down
from a gunshot wound. Last weekend
he was honored by Hofstra University,
his alma mater, with its lifetime
achievement award.

I ask unanimous consent that a
Newsday article about this award be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From Newsday, Oct. 17, 2001]
A MAN REBORN

(By Marc Siegelaub)
United States Marine Corps 1st Lt. Robert

Olivier Muller will remember the day he died
for the rest of his life.

On April 29, 1969, the 23-year-old infantry
officer was standing at the base of a hill in
northernmost South Vietnam, 10,000 feet
below the demilitarized zone and some 10,000
miles from his home in Great Neck.

Lt. Muller was serving in an advisory ca-
pacity to 600 South Vietnamese soldiers.
They were massing for attack against a
handful of dug-in Viet Cong, 15 or so suicidal
fanatics bleeding and dazed from the concus-
sive air attacks and ferocious shelling un-
leashed upon them.

With soldierly instincts honed from eight
months on active duty in a country ravaged
by civil war, Muller sensed a big mismatch:
He knew his battalion lacked the stomach to
take the high ground from an entrenched
enemy force bent on defending its turf to the
death. Incensed that 15 Viet Cong could keep
his 600-man unit at bay, Muller rallied the
outfit into formation behind three U.S. Ma-
rine tanks and led them up the rise. Foot by
foot, they ascended the hill without a
misstep until the bullets started to fly. In-
stantly, the South Vietnamese scattered,
turning Muller into a sitting duck.

And that’s when it happened. That’s when
a bullet ripped through Muller’s chest, punc-
turing both lungs and splintering the fifth
thoracic vertebrae of his spine before exiting
his broken back. That’s when this stranger
in a strange land collapsed on the dank dirt
and closed his eyes in the midafternoon
light.

Fast forward more than three decades to
Hofstra University on Long Island, where
homecoming weekend kicks off Friday with
a special awards reception. The high point is
the honor to be bestowed on one of Hofstra’s
own for extraordinary lifetime achieve-
ment—alumnus of the year.

The distinction in 2001 goes to a local boy
who never made the top half of his class in
law school. ‘‘I was the most average student
you could have imagined,’’ the recipient says
matter-of-factly.

But consider that when Kerry Kennedy
Cuomo compiled a short list of ‘‘human-
rights defenders who are changing our
world’’ for inclusion in her book, ‘‘Speak
Truth to Power,’’ this ‘‘most average stu-
dent’’ made it beside such stalwarts as the
Dalai Lama and Elie Wiesel. Or when Bruce
Springsteen composed ‘‘Born in the U.S.A.,’’
his hard-driving tribute to Vietnam vet-
erans, this ‘‘most average student’’ served as
a good part of his inspiration. Or when the
1997 Nobel Peace Prize was conferred on the
International Campaign to Ban Landmines,
this ‘‘most average student’’ was the co-
founder of the movement.

Considering all the testimonials heaped on
this ‘‘most average student,’’ perhaps his
greatest act was the act of survival.
Hofstra’s alumnus of the year, you see, is
Robert O. Muller, whose life ended on April
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29, 1969, in Vietnam, only to be reborn a
short time later, crippled from the chest
down and altered forever from the neck up.

By all accounts, Bobby Muller, now 56,
never should have made it to the dawning of
a new day, much less to home or to home-
coming.

‘‘I was conscious long enough after I got
hit to feel the life ebbing out of my body,’’
Muller recalled. ‘‘I was on my back, looking
at the sky and grabbing my gut. I couldn’t
feel a thing. My last thought on this earth
was I’m dying on this—piece of ground.’’

Muller lapsed into a coma. Suddenly, a
medevac helicopter hovering overhead
swooped down, and medical personnel
scooped him up and whisked him off. In no
time, he was in surgery on a state-of-the-art
hospital ship, the U.S.S. Repose. The vessel
just happened to be positioned farther north
than it had ever been, mere miles from the
stricken Marine.

‘‘Despite the instant medevac and great
care, it was written on my chart that had I
arrived one minute later I would have died,’’
said Muller. ‘‘When I came to, there were
seven tubes sticking out of me, but I was ec-
static. I couldn’t believe my luck—I was
alive!’’

Alive but paralyzed, the doctors told him
about his condition. ‘‘Don’t worry about it,
that’s OK. I’ll handle it,’’ Muller shot back
without hesitation. ‘‘The fact that I was per-
manently disabled. the sorrow of being told
that I’d be a paraplegic—a word I never
heard before—was so lost in the over-
whelming joy of realizing I was going to
make it.’’

The bullet that stuck Muller cut him off
from his past in a flash. One second he had
the sinewy limbs of a long-distance runner;
the next second he was laid out flat, unable
even to wiggle his toes.

Something else got severed on Muller’s
tour of duty in Vietnam—his close connec-
tion to the country he loved and trusted.

He as born in Switzerland at the tail end of
World War II, and his family moved to New
York City while he was still in diapers. The
family later settled in Great Neck. Always
on the go, Muller played soccer, ran track
and wrestled in high school and college.

In 1965, Muller entered Hofstra. The Viet-
nam War was raging, as were his red-white-
and-blue sensibilities. ‘‘I felt it was my duty
as a citizen of the greatest country in the
world to join the service . . . I never ques-
tioned the war or studied the history of Viet-
nam. I only knew that my government want-
ed me there to repeal a massive northern
communist invasion threatening the freedom
-loving people of South Vietnam.’’

On graduation day in January, 1968, Muller
enlisted in the Marines. He underwent 33
weeks of intense training in boot camp and
officer’s school, after which he was wound as
tight as a racehorse at the starting gate. ‘‘I
demanded Vietnam, and I demanded front-
line infantry.’’

Muller got his wish in September of 1968,
but he never got his bearings abroad. ‘‘The
South Vietnamese civilians didn’t tell us
where the booby traps were or the land
mines or the trails and supply caches; they
harbored the VC, gave them information and
plotted against us. And our military allies
were nicknamed ‘The Roadrunners’ for high-
tailing it at the first sign of danger. What
the hell were we doing there?

‘‘I was bitter because I put my allegiance
in my government,’’ Muller said. ‘‘I did so
with the best, most honest intentions, be-
lieving I was doing the right thing. I gave
my country 100 percent, and they used me as
a pawn in a game.

‘‘But I don’t feel sorry for myself—I’m here
and a lot of my buddies aren’t. The real trag-
edy is that I was totally naive . . . As a col-

lege graduate. I was supposed to be educated.
I was an idiot. I never asked ‘Why?’ And that
is my greatest tragedy—one which was
shared by all too many Americans.’’

I Vietnam was Muller’s baptism under fire,
where the seeds of activism took root, then
his rehabilitation in a Veterans Administra-
tion hospital in the Bronx was the detonator
that launched him on the path of social re-
sistance.

This was the same rodent-infested, broken-
down facility featured in a shocking 1970 Life
magazine spread ‘‘My closet pal and eight of
my friends with spinal-cord injuries com-
mitted suicide in the Bronx VA,’’ said Mull-
er. ‘‘I was the quadriplegics, multiple ampu-
tees, men who could only move their heads.
We were entitled to care second to none. I
had to fight against that system for reasons
of my own survival.’’

At the ripe young age of 25, Muller ven-
tured into the den of inequity and started his
own private war. He showed up in Times
Square and blocked traffic on the same
afternoon that President Richard Nixon ve-
toed a veterans’ benefits act on the grounds
that it was ‘‘fiscally irresponsible and infla-
tionary.’’

‘‘I said, ‘Wait a minute, I was a Marine in-
fantry officer, I called in hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars a day to kill people. I got
shot and now I come back and you suddenly
tell me it’s ‘fiscally irresponsible and infla-
tionary’ to provide critical medical care? I
don’t think so.’’

As an activist he was a natural. ‘‘From the
moment a TV crew stuck a microphone
under his nose, Muller discovered he had a
gift for articulating what was on his mind,’’
wrote Gerald Nicrosia in ‘‘Home to War,’’ a
history of the Vietnam veterans’ movement.

Muller began popping up all over the place-
in Hofstra’s School of Law, learning how the
system works and how to work the system;
in Miami Beach, shouting down Nixon during
his 1972 acceptance speech; in the Academy
Award-winning documentary ‘‘Hearts and
Minds,’’ spitting invectives at how every-
thing went awry in Vietnam; in the vanguard
of anti-war protests, riding his photo-
graphable wheelchair; in Congress, carrying
the burdens of veterans on his broken back.

Once again, Muller found himself leading
the charge up the hill. He arrived in Wash-
ington, D.C., in January 1978, as head of the
New York-based Council of Vietnam Vet-
erans. ‘‘I figured if somebody went to Wash-
ington and simply told the American people
what was going on with Vietnam veterans. .
. . a compassionate society would have to re-
spond.’’

That February, The Washington Post ran
an op-ed piece headlined ‘‘Vietnam Veteran
Advocate Arrives.’’ It was just the beginning
of a yearlong editorial campaign undertaken
by the Post on behalf of Vietnam vets. ‘‘The
New York Times picked it up, and when that
happens, you wind up setting a lot of ampli-
fication,’’ Muller said.

Even so, ‘‘not a single thing we were fight-
ing for was enacted into law. That was a les-
son: To argue for something simply in terms
of justice, fairness, equity doesn’t make it in
our political process.’’

So Muller switched gears and went grass
roots. ‘‘We traveled into the districts that
the members of key congressional commit-
tees were elected from, and got into their
editorial pages and did their radio talk
shows and brought pressure from the people
in their districts. And finally we started to
get the programs we critically needed and
deserved.’’

In the summer of 1979, Muller co-founded
the Vietnam Veterans of America, a national
movement designed to give veterans a voice
and vehicle to air their grievances and drive
their concerns. The political advocacy group

would bring about the passage of landmark
legislation to treat and compensate victims
of Agent Orange and post-traumatic stress
disorder, and to secure the right to judicial
review of VA decisions.

With a measure of progress achieved on the
home front, Muller began to cast a wary eye
beyond his own borders. In 1980, he estab-
lished the Vietnam Veterans of America
Foundation, a nonprofit group that was sepa-
rate and autonomous from the VVA. Located
smack in the lap of government in Wash-
ington, D.C.—where Muller still works and
resides—the philanthropic organization set
out to raise revenue and raise consciousness
on mattes of human rights affecting victims
of war throughout the world.

Muller led the first group of American vet-
erans back to Vietnam in 1981. The historic
visit was cathartic: They reconciled with
their former adversaries, introduced humani-
tarian assistance programs and laid the
groundwork for future economic and diplo-
matic detente between the two countries.

Several years later, the VVAF brigade vis-
ited Cambodia on a fact-finding mission.
‘‘Cambodia changed my life even more than
Vietnam did,’’ Muller said. ‘‘What took place
on the killing fields was genocide. The hor-
ror of seeing 10,000 skulls piled up in a ditch
and legless kids walking on their hands in
the capital city of Phnom Penh was a whole
different order of suffering.

‘‘And I learned there were more land mines
in Cambodia than there were people, and it
was considered proportionally the most dis-
abled society of any country on Earth.’’

The VVAF launched a new campaign
against the hidden scourge of Southeast
Asia—lethal underground bombs meant to
wreak havoc on innocent men, women and
children.

‘‘If you’ve got a machine gun, a rifle, an
artillery piece, a tank, there’s a target to
fire at and a command-and-control function
with directing that fire,’’ explained Muller.
‘‘Not so with a land mine. You simply set it,
you bury it, you hide it and whoever happens
to step on that land mine becomes the vic-
tim, long after the other weapons have been
put back in the armories.

What’s more, land mines cause inhuman
suffering. ‘‘Step on one, and all this crap—
dirt, shrapnel, garbage, clothing—gets blown
up your limb. You go through a whole series
of operations when you’re treated like a
piece of salami and keep getting resected
and cut down. Guys on the hospital ship
would cry out for their mothers when the
dressing was changed on their raw wounds,’’
said Muller.

Beyond the physical pain, psychological
torture is inflicted on the peasants who are
denied use of the land. ‘‘This stupid $3 weap-
on winds up being the major destabilizing
factor in Third World countries, these agrar-
ian-based societies that are trying to re-
cover,’’ Muller said. ‘‘And not just in Cam-
bodia, but in Afghanistan, Kurdistan, An-
gola, Bosnia, Mozambique.’’

And so the VVAF established a charitable
beachhead on foreign soil, setting up reha-
bilitation clinics in Cambodia. ‘‘By setting
up the clinics to fit amputees with pros-
thetic limbs and orthotic braces, by sup-
plying wheelchairs free of charge, by initi-
ating programs to employ disabled people,
we went through a process of emotionally
connecting with an issue that we intellectu-
ally understood was devastating.’’

Muller and the VVAF co-founded the Inter-
national Campaign to Ban Landmines in
1991, but they needed to recruit a potent po-
litical presence to spearhead the effort in
Congress. Enter Sen. Patrick Leahy (D-
Vermont), who controlled the money as
chair of the Appropriations Committee on
Foreign Operations, and ‘‘who had seen, with
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his own eyes, what land mines were doing to
civilians.’’

In 1992, Leahy procured a one-year morato-
rium on the trafficking of anti-personnel
land mines. Before the ink was dry, he was
back on the Senate floor to draft a three-
year extension of the act, and his colleagues
passed it unanimously. ‘‘I gotta tell you,’’
Muller said admiringly, ‘‘the Senate doesn’t
vote a hundred to nothing that the moon cir-
cles the Earth.’’

Leahy, in turn, praised Muller for his piv-
otal role in the campaign. ‘‘Whenever I need-
ed more votes, whenever I asked him to talk
to someone, he never failed me,’’ Leahy said.

Meanwhile, a huge global network of anti-
land- mine organizations had begun to ger-
minate, and influential support had started
to flourish in high places, most noticeably in
the Clinton White House and in the royal
realm of Diana, princess of Wales.

The bow was about to be tied on a com-
prehensive pact when the coalition began to
unravel. First the United States balked at
signing, with President Bill Clinton citing
the safety of American troops stationed in
South Korea, where the U.S. military had
planted anti-personnel mines on the North
Korean border. Then the UN failed to recon-
vene the council on conventional weapons.
By September 1996, the landmark treaty was
in jeopardy of being shelved.

‘‘But we had a five-term senator go nuts on
this issue and drive it,’’ Muller said. ‘‘And
the foreign minister of Canada, Lloyd
Axworthy, with great personal courage, said,
‘We’re going to do something totally dif-
ferent. We’re going to set a standard, and
we’re going to invite anybody who wants to
come and sign this treaty to do so in a
year.’ ’’

For his part, Muller rounded up a posse of
retired military leaders who agreed to put
their collective might behind a full-page
open letter in The New York Times, urging
President Clinton to scrap antipersonnel
land mines because ‘‘it was militarily the re-
sponsible thing to do.’’

The signatories included Gen. Norman
Schwartzkopf and more than a dozen other
retired brass of the first rank.

‘‘Fact is, anti-personnel land mines were
the leading cause of our casualties in Viet-
nam,’’ Muller said, ‘‘and they are the leading
cause of casualties for our peacekeepers
through NATO and the UN,’’ not to mention
the peril they now pose to our own foot sol-
diers in Afghanistan.

Off the record, officials from the Pentagon
told Muller that land mines were ‘‘garbage.’’
But if we let you reach into our arsenal and
take them out, went their reasoning, then
other categories of weapons would be at
risk—the domino theory as applied to arma-
ments.

On Dec. 3, 1997, Axworthy delivered, as
promised, an international agreement in-
volving 122 nations to scrap land mines. But
the achievement was muted by the refusal of
the U.S. government to put its John Han-
cock on the document.

Muller has no tolerance for hollow vic-
tories. Not when some 80 million land mines
remain buried in the ground; not when the
job of providing assistance in all the coun-
tries that need to be cleaned up and put back
together lies ahead.

‘‘You cannot be looking to stigmatize land
mines in the public’s thinking if the world’s
superpower, which has every alternative to
meet any possible military requirement, say
it’s OK to continue to use them,’’ Muller
said.

‘‘If we allow genocide, if we allow innocent
people to be slaughtered on the scale that
we’re witnessing, it sows the seeds of de-
struction. And one day that degree of mad-
ness is gong to walk up the block and come
into your neighborhood.’’

It already has. Muller’s view of the recent
carnage in the United States—the main hit
taking place just 25 miles from Hofstra—is
colored by his frequent treks to ‘‘ground ze-
roes’’ in Third World nations. He has
eyeballed the atrocities wrought by land
mines. ‘‘A terrorist is a terrorist is a ter-
rorist,’’ said Muller.

With characteristic energy and purpose,
Muller is mobilizing his forces at the VVAF
to confront the terrorist threats to domestic
safety and security in the wake of Sept. 11.
The lessons he learned in the land mines
campaign apply readily to this grave new
world, Muller said. ‘‘Political strength has
got to be connected to the righteousness of
the argument; multilateral cooperation and
agreements have got to be in place; philan-
thropic funding has got to support global ef-
forts and concerns, and the American people
have got to be alert to and engaged in the
issues that affect their democratic way of
life.’’

Actually, the VVAF had already been hard
at work on ‘‘the Justice Project’’—an ambi-
tious undertaking that includes educational
outreach programs and curriculum guides on
terrorism for schoolchildren.

This weekend, at homecoming, Muller will
look upon the youthful revelers and wonder
who among them will go out and absorb
some hard knocks, ask tough questions,
learn how and why things happen, search for
the plain truth, undergo vital changes, and—
as a result—get involved in trying to correct
the injustices they uncover.

The all-American boy who left the sanc-
tuary of home and Hofstra in 1968 and
emerged at the other end of the Earth in a
brutal conflict got jolted to the core. ‘‘I’m a
better man now than I was before I went to
Vietnam,’’ Muller said. ‘‘I’m certainly more
aware of the sanctity of life.’’

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we do
good things in this bill to help with the
scourge of landmines. We do put in tens
of millions of dollars to remove land-
mines. That is a credit to this Nation.
It took a lot of effort and a lot of fight-
ing, bipartisan efforts on the floor of
the Senate to get the previous adminis-
tration to do that and the current one
to continue.

We do fund every year the Leahy War
Victims Fund. I appreciate the honor
of my Republican colleagues, who were
the ones who renamed it the Leahy
War Victims Fund. I appreciate the bi-
partisan gesture. Frankly, I wish we
didn’t need the fund. I suspect every
Senator wishes we didn’t. This is
money that buys prosthetics for those
who have had their arms or legs blown
off by landmines.

My wife, who is a registered nurse,
and I have gone to hospitals and land-
mine sites around the world and seen
what good that does. It does help.

I see the Senator from Illinois on the
floor. I don’t want to take up his time,
but I remember very well one day
going with our distinguished leader
Senator DASCHLE, Senator DORGAN, and
our former colleague John Glenn to
one of these war victims sites, run by
the Vietnam Veterans of America and
others. We saw people getting their
first artificial limbs since the Vietnam
War. Some were getting their first
wheelchairs. It was a hot, muggy day. I
was dressed in slacks and an open-neck
shirt.

There was a man who was able to
drag himself on pallet things on the

ground who was finally able to get his
first wheelchair. They said, why don’t
you go over and lift him into the
wheelchair. He looked like a really
small man. He had no legs. He was
probably about my age. He was just
looking at me stoically, staring at me.
I didn’t know what to expect, but I
went over, picked him up, carried him,
and put him in the wheelchair.

The expression never changed. But as
I started to go back, he grabbed my
shirt, pulled me down, and kissed me.
He didn’t speak the language. It was
his way of saying thank you.

John Glenn, who we know is a won-
derful man, certainly not an emotional
man, also carried somebody to a wheel-
chair. I remember the emotion on his
face. He said to us afterward, as we
were going back on the bus to Saigon:
If anybody on this trip ever complains
about anything again, I am throwing
you out the door of the bus, after what
we have just seen.

The humanitarian part is good, but
the injury is bad. We should ban these
landmines. We are not going to do it on
this bill. The Senator from Kentucky
has worked with me shoulder to shoul-
der in getting money to remove land-
mines and for the War Victims Fund.
In fact, it was his amendment I was re-
ferring to earlier that I thought was an
extraordinarily generous act by my Re-
publican colleagues in its renaming.
We have done a great deal of good with
it.

The United States can do a lot more
good by just removing the ban on land-
mines.

I have imposed on the time of the
Senator from Illinois, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, let me
say in response to my friend and col-
league and chairman from the State of
Vermont, Senator PATRICK LEAHY has
written an amazing record in the Sen-
ate. Time after time when I would look
for those issues that touched my heart
or defined it, PAT LEAHY had arrived
there first a long time ago.

On the issue of landmines, a scourge
across the world, PAT LEAHY was a
leader in the United States in defying
his own party’s administration in beg-
ging for the United States to join with
other civilized nations around the
world in banning landmines. The Pat-
rick Leahy War Victims Fund that is
part of this legislation is an effort to
say something very simple but very
true to the rest of the world; that is,
that we care. It is money that is given
in the name of a Senator who has prov-
en in his decades of public service that
he does care.

The point I would like to address is
part of our debate on this bill. I am
honored to be part of this committee,
to bring this bill forward. I am honored
to be part of this debate which will re-
sult in a vote very shortly. I hope we
will put this matter in some perspec-
tive.
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My colleague from California, Sen-

ator FEINSTEIN, who took the floor
early this afternoon, spelled out in
some detail the exact dollar commit-
ment being made by the United States
in foreign assistance. It is a substantial
sum of money, until you put that sum
in comparison to expenditures for
many other items. Then you find that
it is only a very small part of our na-
tional budget.

Senator FEINSTEIN made a point
made by others, that if you ask the av-
erage person in California or my State
of Illinois what percentage of the Fed-
eral budget is spent on foreign aid, peo-
ple guess, oh, 15 percent, maybe 10 per-
cent. It couldn’t be as low as 5 percent.
In fact, less than 2 percent of our total
budget is spent on foreign aid.

America has learned a lot about
itself since September 11. We as polit-
ical figures have learned a lot about
ourselves as well. I believe the Presi-
dent of the United States has done an
extraordinary job in leading this coun-
try. I told him in a chance meeting we
had flying out to Chicago just a few
weeks ago that although I didn’t vote
for him, I was certainly singing his
praises. He said he understood that.

I do mean it. I believe he has assem-
bled an excellent team: Secretary of
State Colin Powell, Vice President
Cheney, Condoleezza Rice, Don Rums-
feld as head of the Department of De-
fense. What an extraordinary grouping
of experience that we bring to one of
the most important battles America
has ever faced, the war against ter-
rorism.

I say in good faith to this adminis-
tration that I believe it has learned
since September 11 that certain things
that were assumed before are not true
today.

For example, there were those who
criticized Bill Clinton, the former
President, for his personal involvement
in the peace process in the Middle East.
I think those critics realize today that
our President, our leaders, have to be
involved in Middle East peace. No
other country is likely to lead those
warring factions to the peace table
with any meaningful result.

I am happy we are continuing to
work with the leaders in the Middle
East to calm down tensions, to try to
find a road to peace in an area that has
been wracked with war for almost 60
years. Nation building was criticized in
the last campaign as something the
United States should not get into, that
we should not be worried about build-
ing up another nation. That is the U.S.
role. We know better now. When we fi-
nally have our hands on Osama bin
Laden and his al-Qaida terrorist orga-
nization, and the Taliban is long gone,
you can bet the United States will be
in the first row rebuilding the nation of
Afghanistan. It will be difficult, but we
know it has to be done, so that we can
leave behind a stable government that
can shun terrorism when they try to
find refuge again.

Of course, in rebuilding that nation
of Afghanistan, we will say to the Mus-

lim world that what we told you at the
beginning of this conflict is true at the
end of it: This is not a war against
Muslims or against the Afghan people;
this is a war against terrorism and
those who harbor them. We will invest
in Afghanistan, as we will invest in
Pakistan, to stabilize their leadership
and give them an indication of the car-
ing of the United States—not just to
prove our virtue but because it is im-
portant for our national interest. A
stable world that doesn’t fall into war
or doesn’t harbor terrorism is a better
world for everyone who lives in Amer-
ica.

We have also come to realize, since
September 11, that organizations such
as the United Nations are absolutely
critical. I have been embarrassed in the
last several years how in the Senate in
particular, and in Congress in general,
we have really made a mockery of our
commitment to the United Nations.
Thank goodness those days have ended.
The United Nations is important.
There are times when the U.N. and the
Security Council infuriate me because
they say and stand for things I don’t
agree with at all. But that is the na-
ture of a true debate. The United Na-
tions is a gathering place for every
country in the world, and it is a good
place for that debate. It avoids war in
many instances.

The need for global alliances has be-
come clear. Whether we are talking
about tracking down financial trans-
actions, fighting terrorism, or putting
together a military alliance that will
root out terrorism around the world,
we need allies and friends. The United
States cannot, will not, should not go
it alone. We have learned that since
September 11. It has been heartening in
our grief and sorrow to see so many na-
tions around the world who have
shared that grief with us and raised
their hands and said, we want to join
the United Nations in this fight
against terrorism.

So we have learned a great deal
about ourselves and our role in the
world because of the tragedy of Sep-
tember 11. I think we have to pause and
reflect and ask whether we are doing
enough and whether there is more we
should do. I don’t believe this Congress
has been sparing when it comes to any
request from this administration to
help our military or invest in our intel-
ligence. We want to be certain they are
the very best. We will not cut back or
shortchange the men and women in
uniform. We want them to be well
equipped, well funded, well prepared so
that they can fight these battles suc-
cessfully and come home safely. I
think we have seen that time and
again, where both Democrats and Re-
publicans have said that is our goal.

But I think we also have to concede
the fact that in addition to solidarity
when it comes to the war effort and in-
telligence gathering, we should show
solidarity as well in this effort that is
reflected in this bill on foreign oper-
ations because in this bill you will find

money that is being directed to coun-
tries around the world to deal with
some of the hardships and problems
and challenges they face.

As you go through this bill, you see
it is almost a catalog of the problems
facing the world. There is a section in
here about the HIV/AIDS epidemic in
Africa. I went there just last year. It is
an experience I will never forget. I
really salute Senator LEAHY for help-
ing a mutual friend of ours who is run-
ning an orphanage for AIDS victims,
small children, in Nairobi, Kenya. This
Jesuit priest, who is a mutual friend of
ours, is devoting his life to those chil-
dren. In stories such as that, where a
small amount of money from the
United States is being spent, it is well
spent not because it is for a good pur-
pose of showing what is in the heart of
America, but it is also attacking an
epidemic which is the scourge of the
21st century.

If you were to grade the United
States in terms of what we have
achieved, I think you would have to
put us No. 1 in the world when it comes
to the military. There is no one who
can rival what we can bring to a mili-
tary undertaking, a military enter-
prise. I think the United States, justifi-
ably, is proud of the men and women in
uniform and all those who have sup-
ported them, which has led to that
great reputation we do deserve.

I think if you would grade the United
States in terms of other foreign oper-
ations around the world, we would not
be at that high a level. In fact, many
countries give a higher per capita con-
tribution than the United States when
it comes to foreign assistance. I want
to answer them and say: But when you
are in trouble and you need someone to
come in a hurry with the best military
in the world, we are there, and it costs
a lot of money, and we put the lives of
our men and women on the line.

So it is not as if we don’t care. We
support the world in a different way.
This bill seeks to reach out beyond the
military commitment and say there
are other ways we can create support
and stability in this world.

Just a few weeks ago, Newsweek
magazine had a cover story I read care-
fully and shared with my family and
all my friends entitled bluntly ‘‘Why
They Hate Us.’’ It tried to spell out in
historic terms and political and eco-
nomic terms why so many people in
the Muslim world around this globe
have such a low opinion of the United
States. Some of it is undeserved. What
has happened to many people of the Is-
lamic faith over centuries that led up
to this moment is certainly not of our
creation. Yet we are viewed as ‘‘the
West’’ and ‘‘the enemy,’’ as ‘‘the
infidels.’’ That is a sad commentary.

We have to search for ways we can
reach those around the world who will
listen to the message of for what Amer-
ica really stands. I commend to my col-
leagues two ideas that are not part of
this legislation but I hope will be part
of our thinking in the future. They
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come from two former colleagues in
the Senate. One is a man who is a very
close friend of mine—one of my clos-
est—former Senator Paul Simon. When
he was a Senator from Illinois, he iden-
tified an issue that I believe is criti-
cally important today and will become
increasingly important around the
world, particularly in the Islamic
world, in the nations that are strug-
gling to survive, and that is simply the
issue of water, the availability of
drinking water. We will find, I am sure,
that in the future there will be wars
waged over the rights to water as more
and more people are born on the Earth
and it taxes the resources available.

Senator Simon suggested that the
United States be a world and global
leader when it comes to desalinization
of ocean water so people can drink it,
so that we would provide fresh water,
safe water to babies around the world—
a message the United States could send
saying, we will bring our best tech-
nology, use it in a humane fashion, and
your life and your family will be bene-
fited by it. What a positive message
that would be to those who are at least
skeptical of us—if not those who de-
spise us—that we are a caring people. I
hope the idea of moving forward with
that initiative is one we might be able
to pursue.

The second one is one that also was
suggested by two former Senators, Sen-
ators George McGovern and Bob Dole.
It was about a year ago that Senator
McGovern, from a position in Rome,
wrote a guest editorial in the Wash-
ington Post calling for an inter-
national school feeding program. I
think it is one of the best single ideas
I have heard. He enlisted in support
Senator Bob Dole. A Republican and a
Democrat came together with the be-
lief that the largess of America’s agri-
cultural plenty could be used in schools
around the world to feed hungry chil-
dren.

That not only encourages children to
go to school, it particularly encourages
young girls to go to school. Their fami-
lies see this as a nutritious meal. As we
educate these children in foreign lands
with the bounty God has given us, their
education helps them understand bet-
ter the world in which they live.

From what I read about the madaris,
the Islamic schools in Pakistan where
children are sent, they do not learn the
basics of reading, writing, history, or
science, but literally spend every hour
of every day memorizing every word of
the Koran, and after that is done, they
leave. Meanwhile they are being indoc-
trinated into political belief. That to
me is a terrible waste of a mind and in-
telligence, to limit their education to
that sole purpose.

What Senator McGovern, Senator
Dole, and many of us who support them
believe is if we take some of our money
and gather with other like-minded
countries, we can provide a nutritious
meal at a school so a child going to
that school will know they will not
only get a good day’s education but

perhaps the only nutritious meal of the
day.

We know what is going to happen.
The more education we give young
girls in Third World countries, the less
likely they are to have large families,
the more likely they are to have self-
esteem and to have the kind of careers
and opportunities and a future which
we want for all children all around the
world. Two simple ideas from former
Senate colleagues addressing the need
for water that is safe and sterile, ad-
dressing the need for food that is asso-
ciated with education, so that the
United States can continue to deliver
the same message that we have for so
many years to parts of the world we
may have ignored for the last few dec-
ades.

I sincerely hope this bill receives a
resounding bipartisan vote from the
Senate because it is part of our strat-
egy to make certain we not only defeat
terrorism, but that we replace it with
more positive values around the world
and that we replace it with an image of
the United States that is a true image,
an image of a caring people that not
only cares for its own, but cares for
many less fortunate around the world.

I salute Senator LEAHY, and I also sa-
lute Senator MCCONNELL and the entire
committee for their hard work in the
preparation of this legislation which I
hope will receive a sound bipartisan
vote of support.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I spoke a

few weeks ago about my belief that the
United States needs to more actively
and constructively involve itself in
educating the citizens of the Muslim
world about our culture, values, and
everyday life, and that, likewise,
Americans need to become better edu-
cated about Muslim countries and the
religion of Islam. As I have stated be-
fore, it seems to me that the time has
come to be honest with ourselves about
why international terrorism has be-
come such a growing threat. Our citi-
zenry does not understand the Muslim
world, and citizens of Muslim countries
do not understand us. I believe that if
both the East and the West had a true
understanding of the similarities inher-
ent in our value systems that the world
would be a safer place.

We need only look into the oppressed
faces of the citizens of some of the gov-
ernments we have supported over the
years, despite their less than accept-
able treatment of their own citizenry,
to see why some of the residents of
these countries continue to cling to
misguided perceptions of America’s vi-
sion and values. The young people in
many of these countries grow up
hating their leaders for their oppres-
sion and, subsequently, they begin to
hate our own country for keeping them
in power. It is then easy for the likes of
the Osama bin Ladens of this world to
persuade these young people to become
terrorism’s footsoldiers convinced that
violence is the answer to their griev-
ances.

I hope that as we analyze what we
need to do to protect our country at
home, we also examine ways that the
United States can play a more con-
structive role internationally. We need
to come to grips with the Muslim faith.
That doesn’t mean trying to keep sec-
ular governments in place in countries
where the will of the people is other-
wise. It means beginning to understand
the underlying premises of Islam, and
conveying our respect for a popu-
lation’s right to practice it. In addi-
tion, we need to reach out to individ-
uals in Muslim countries on a one-on-
one basis to educate them on what
America really stands for. One way to
do this is to send our citizens to work
with citizens of Muslim countries on
constructive projects in their home
countries.

This type of mutual understanding is
what President Kennedy was trying to
accomplish when he created the Peace
Corps 40 years ago. The Peace Corps
mission as stated by Congress in The
Peace Corps Act, P.L. 87–293, is to pro-
mote world peace and friendship. With-
in that mission, the Peace Corps has
three goals: to help the people of inter-
ested countries in meeting their need
for trained men and women; to help
promote a better understanding of
Americans on the part of the peoples
served; and to help promote a better
understanding of other peoples on the
part of Americans.

The Peace Corps has had significant
success in meeting these goals in the
countries in which it operates, and has
already established mechanisms to put
volunteers in place and sustain them
abroad. However, it has not been as ac-
tive, in my view, as it could be in Mus-
lim countries where the need for mu-
tual understanding, and basic infra-
structure, may be the greatest.

It is not an easy task for the Peace
Corps to go everywhere, but the focus
should be on those areas where the
need is the greatest—places like Jor-
dan, Pakistan, Indonesia, Syria, and
others. In addition, the Peace Corps
should take the time to recruit people
with the language skills, ability, and
knowledge of these cultures. Sending
civic-minded individuals with these
skills as emissaries to Muslim coun-
tries could do an awful lot to change
some of the anti-American attitudes
we see around the globe, in my view.
The Peace Corps should start inves-
tigating ways to do this now so that in
the aftermath of the military actions
already occurring we will be ready to
show a different face of our country,
one that isn’t simply militarily strong,
but one that is also willing to learn
and willing to help. Yes, we need to act
in the coming days to address the im-
mediate threats and challenges con-
fronting our nation. But we have to
take a long and hard look at ways, at
home and abroad, to make ourselves
and the world safer for our citizens and
the citizens of this globe.

We need to explore ways to reach out
to the international community and

VerDate 13-OCT-2001 03:45 Oct 25, 2001 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00043 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G24OC6.074 pfrm02 PsN: S24PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES10950 October 24, 2001
rebuild after the military strikes are
over. We also need to begin a process of
mutual understanding between the
United States and the Muslim world. In
my view, the Peace Corps is best suited
to this mission. For that reason, I am
introducing an amendment to the for-
eign operations appropriations bill
today that directs the Peace Corps to
undertake a study to examine ways it
can better serve Muslim countries
while increasing recruitment efforts of
qualified Arab-speaking individuals in
the United States. This amendment
mandates that the Peace Corps deliver
a report to Congress 6 months after
this legislation is signed into law, and
I hope that this report will suggest leg-
islative remedies that will help the
Peace Corps undertake this important
task.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, it
had been my intention, along with Sen-
ator FEINSTEIN, to offer to this bill an
amendment relating to the Palestinian
Liberation Organization’s adherence to
its 1993 commitments to renounce ter-
rorism and violence. The intent of the
amendment would have been similar to
the provisions of S. 1409, the Middle
East Peace Compliance Act of 2001,
which my friend from California and I
offered last month, which today has 31
cosponsors.

We are, however, refraining from ac-
tion at the personal request of the Sec-
retary of State who believes the
amendment may adversely impact his
ability to form an international coali-
tion against terrorism and efforts to
bring the peace process in the Middle
East back on track.

I ask unanimous consent that a let-
ter from the Secretary relating to this
request be printed in the RECORD fol-
lowing my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See Exhibit 1.)
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, few

would disagree that America’s top for-
eign policy today is to search out and
destroy terrorist networks and prevent
further incidents from occurring. Sec-
retary Powell and the entire adminis-
tration obviously have all of our sup-
port in this endeavor.

Perhaps more than any other democ-
racy, Israel knows well the horror of
terrorism. The extremists who hi-
jacked American commercial aircraft
and used them as missiles against the
World Trade Center and the Pentagon
on September 11 are cut from the very
same cloth as the suicide terrorists
who slaughter innocent women, chil-
dren, and men in the Israeli pizza par-
lors, discos, and buses. The loss of life
is no less tragic, nor the fear any less
real, in incidents that occur in the
streets of Manhattan or Jerusalem.
Like America, Israel serves as proof
that nations founded in freedom and
democracy do not crumble when at-
tacked by extremists. In fact, the oppo-
site is true. America and Israel have

become more united as individual na-
tions and as allies against a common
enemy.

The events of September 11 have been
seared into America’s national con-
science, just as horrific attacks against
civilians in Israel are felt in the hearts
and minds of all of its citizens. While
terrorism is a grave threat that both
nations face, I ask each of my col-
leagues to consider the following:

The terrorists who carried out the
September 11 attacks traveled thou-
sands of miles to our shores to commit
their evil deeds. In Israel, terrorists
live within an easy bus ride to Jeru-
salem, Tel Aviv, and other major urban
areas. Where satellites beamed pictures
of Palestinian celebrations for the
mass murder of Americans into our
homes and offices, Israel declared a day
of mourning. Israelis need only open
their front door to encounter openly of-
fensive, aggressive, and hostile behav-
ior; and Israel has demonstrated re-
straint in its response to recent at-
tacks against its citizens.

When 20 Israeli kids were killed by a
suicide bomber earlier this summer in
a Tel Aviv disco, there was no massive
Israeli retaliation. When Israelis were
killed in a Jerusalem pizza parlor,
again, there was no massive response. I
think we can all now better understand
the incredible restraint Israel has
shown in the face of such attacks.

Criticisms over the use of excessive
force by Israeli soldiers in targeting
and destroying Arab terrorists on the
West Bank and in Gaza are simply mis-
guided. America is doing similar tar-
geting of terrorist cells but on a global
scale. Israel’s elected leadership, as
ours, has a duty and responsibility to
protect its citizens against foreign and
domestic threats.

Let me close with some candid com-
ments. First, I do not believe the ad-
ministration can make the determina-
tion that the PLO or the Palestinian
Authority have lived up to their 1993
commitments to renounce terrorism.
The proof is admitted into hospitals
and morgues or buried in cemeteries
every single day.

In attempting to resuscitate the
peace process, America must be careful
that it plays no role in recognizing or
establishing a Palestinian state that is
rooted in terrorism.

Second, I do not believe for one sec-
ond PLO Chairman Arafat wants to end
the violence. He allows terrorists to
exist on the West Bank and in Gaza and
spurs them into action through news-
papers, textbooks, evening prayers, and
even children’s television programs.

Finally, America cannot win the war
against terrorism without Israel. Israel
has the experience, dedication, and
freedom that is absolutely necessary to
prevail over these fanatics. We must
stand arm in arm with our ally. We
must help Israel in its battle against
terrorism.

Senator FEINSTEIN and I are not
going to offer the amendment we
planned to offer because of the extraor-

dinary situation in which we find our-
selves and as a result of the direct re-
quest of the Secretary of State. Having
said that, I do not believe the Pales-
tinian Authority has been construc-
tive, nor do I believe they have lived up
to their agreements signed back in
1993.

Shifting for a moment to another
ally, if you will, of the United States—
if you can call the Palestinian Author-
ity an ally these days—I want to talk
for a few moments about Egypt. I had
intended to offer an amendment re-
stricting assistance to Egypt but have
been requested by the Secretary of
State and the administration to with-
hold such action, again in light of the
events of September 11 and our current
efforts to respond to those events.

While I continue to have serious con-
cerns with many of Egypt’s words and
deeds toward the Middle East peace
process and Israel, and the troubling
state of democracy and rule of law in
that country, I am going to honor the
administration’s request. It is not my
intention to impede in any way ongo-
ing efforts to identify, track down, and
punish those individuals and groups re-
sponsible for the slaughter of American
civilians and soldiers.

While America finds itself at a crit-
ical moment in history, so does Egypt.
A major recipient of United States as-
sistance to the tune of nearly $2 bil-
lion, stretching back to 1979, Egypt
must today unequivocally prove it is a
full partner in our war against ter-
rorism. It is not acceptable for Presi-
dent Mubarak and his Foreign Minister
to obfuscate the assault against free-
dom with their not-so-hidden agenda to
propagate Arab hatred against Israel
and to muzzle democracy and civil so-
ciety in Egypt.

An October 11 editorial in the Wash-
ington Post boldly stated what has
been whispered in the Halls of Congress
and in the corridors of the State De-
partment. Here is what the editorial
said:

The largest single ‘‘cause’’ of Islamic ex-
tremism and terrorism is not Israel, nor U.S.
policy in Iraq, but the very governments
that now purport to support the United
States while counseling it to lean on Ariel
Sharon and lay off Saddam Hussein.

Egypt is a leading example. It is an auto-
cratic regime. It is politically exhausted and
morally bankrupt. President Mubarak, who
checked Islamic extremists in Egypt only by
torture and massacre, has no modern pro-
gram or vision of progress to offer his people
as an alternative to Osama bin Laden’s Mus-
lim victimology. . . . It also explains why so
many of [bin Laden’s] recruits are Egyptian.

Let me be clear that during these
dark and troubling times, Egypt should
prove to the people of the United
States and all the world’s democracies,
including Israel, it is indeed an ally in
the fight against terrorism. The $2 bil-
lion question is whether they will suc-
ceed or fail in this task.

Secretary Powell knows that at a
more appropriate time I may revisit
this important issue. In the meantime,
I urge the Egyptian Government to ad-
vise its ministers and media to be more
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responsible and constructive and to ag-
gressively encourage its citizenry to
understand the grave dangers of legiti-
mizing terrorism under the guise of Is-
lamic teachings and practices.

The Egyptian people should under-
stand Americans were horrified and an-
gered at news reports of celebrations of
the September 11 attacks in the streets
of Cairo and elsewhere. Sadly, this may
be an indication the Egyptians do not
share the same principles of freedom
and tolerance we do. If Egypt wants to
continue to have United States sup-
port, Egypt ought to earn it.

I ask unanimous consent that the
editorial to which I referred be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE ARAB PARADOX

Thursday, October 11, 2001
ARAB NATIONS, including those consid-

ered allies of the United States, have been
struggling with their response to the U.S.-
led military campaign in Afghanistan. If
their contortions were not so familiar they
would be hard to understand: After all,
Osama bin Laden and his al Qaeda organiza-
tion are sworn enemies of the Egyptian and
Saudi governments, which in turn depend on
the United States for their security. But it
took Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak
three days to choke out a statement sup-
porting ‘‘measures taken by the United
States to resist terrorism’’; and even then he
coupled it with a parallel demand that Wash-
ington ‘‘take measures to resolve the Pales-
tinian problem.’’ Meanwhile, Mr. Mubarak’s
longtime foreign minister, Amr Moussa, now
the secretary general of the Arab League,
prompted first Arab states and then the 56-
nation Islamic Conference to adopt a resolu-
tion yesterday opposing U.S. attacks on any
Arab country as part of the anti-terrorism
campaign—a position that offers cover to
Iraq’s Saddam Hussein.

In effect, Mr. Mubarak and Mr. Moussa are
backing both the military action of the U.S.
alliance and the political position of Osama
bin Laden, who on Sunday claimed that un-
just American policies in Israel and Iraq jus-
tified his acts of mass murder. The world,
Mr. Moussa said, needs to address the
‘‘causes’’ of the terrorism, and he suggested
that a United Nations conference might be
the best forum. There’s little doubt what he
has in mind: After all, Mr. Moussa only a
couple of months ago led the attempt to hi-
jack the U.N. conference on racism and re-
vive the libel that ‘‘Zionism is racism.’’

Behind this contradictory rhetoric lies one
of the central problems for U.S. policy in the
post-Sept. 11 world: The largest single
‘‘cause’’ of Islamic extremism and terrorism
is not Israel, nor U.S. policy in Iraq, but the
very governments that now purport to sup-
port the United States while counseling it to
lean on Ariel Sharon and lay off Saddam
Hussein. Egypt is the leading example. Its
autocratic regime, established a half-century
ago under the banner of Arab nationalism
and socialism, is politically exhausted and
morally bankrupt. Mr. Mubarak, who
checked Islamic extremists in Egypt only by
torture and massacre, has no modern polit-
ical program or vision of progress to offer his
people as an alternative to Osama bin
Laden’s Muslim victimology. Those Egyp-
tians who have tried to promote such a pro-
gram, such as the democratic activist Saad
Eddin Ibrahim, are unjustly imprisoned. In-
stead, Mr. Mubarak props himself up with $2

billion a year in U.S. aid, while allowing and
even encouraging state-controlled clerics
and media to promote the anti-Western,
anti-modern and anti-Jewish propaganda of
the Islamic extremists. The policy serves his
purpose by deflecting popular frustration
with the lack of political freedom or eco-
nomic development in Egypt. It also explains
why so many of Osama bin Laden’s recruits
are Egyptian.

For years U.S. and other Western govern-
ments have been understanding of Mr. Muba-
rak and other ‘‘moderate’’ Arab leaders.
They have to be cautious in helping the
United States, it is said, because of the pres-
sures of public opinion—the opinion, that is,
that their own policies have been decisive in
creating. Though the reasoning is circular,
the conclusion has been convenient in sus-
taining relationships that served U.S. inter-
ests, especially during the Cold War. But the
Middle East is a region where the already
overused notion that Sept. 11 ‘‘changed ev-
erything’’ may just turn out to be true. If
the United States succeeds in making sup-
port or opposition to terrorism and Islamic
extremism the defining test of international
politics, as President Bush has repeatedly
promised, then the straddle that the ‘‘mod-
erate’’ Arabs have practiced for so long could
soon become untenable. Much as it has val-
ued its ties with leaders such as Mr. Muba-
rak, the Bush administration needs to begin
preparing for the possibility that, unless
they can embrace new policies that offer
greater liberty and hope, they will not sur-
vive this war.

EXHIBIT 1

THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington, DC, September 21, 2001.

Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL,
U.S. Senate.

DEAR SENATOR MCCONNELL: The President
and I are working intensively to build an
international anti-terrorism coalition to
track down the perpetrators of the Sep-
tember 11 attacks and put an end to their
terror networks. The engagement of the
broadest possible coalition, including key
Arab and Muslim countries, will be critical
to the success of our efforts. At the same
time, we cannot shrink from our long-stand-
ing role in supporting peace efforts between
Israel and its neighbors, and will not stop
working with the Israelis and Palestinians to
end the violence there, implement the
Mitchell Committee recommendations, and
return to productive negotiations. I need
your help on this.

The Palestinian compliance legislation
you introduced with Senator Feinstein—and
which may become an amendment to the
Senate Foreign Operations Appropriations
Bill—would be counterproductive to our coa-
lition-building and peace process efforts and
we would like to see it withdrawn.

Imposing sanctions, or even waiving sanc-
tions following a mandatory determination
that would have triggered sanctions, would
undermine our ability to play a role in
defusing the crisis and returning the parties
to negotiations. Both sides have undertaken
specific commitments to each other. We re-
main engaged with the Palestinians to en-
sure that the PLO and PA understand ex-
actly what they have to do to meet their
commitments. But requiring the President
to make formal determinations of the com-
pliance of only one of the parties would un-
dermine our efforts to put an end to the vio-
lence and facilitate a resumption of peace ef-
forts. At the same time, it would bolster seg-
ments of Arab public opinion that are al-
ready very critical of their regimes’ rela-
tions with the U.S. and Israel, and their sup-
port for Middle East peace. In this regard I
also urge you to avoid any actions or state-

ments that single out key Arab allies such as
Egypt and Jordan.

The bottom line is that we agree with the
need for the Palestinians to comply with
their commitments and control the violence
and to move toward implementation of the
Mitchell Committee recommendations. But
in this critical period, I urge you not to tie
the President’s hands and restrict our ability
to engage with both parties to help achieve
these goals.

Sincerely,
COLIN L. POWELL.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, is there a
pending amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending amendment is No. 1953, Sen-
ator REID for Senator DODD.

Mr. LEAHY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be tempo-
rarily set aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, to ex-
plain why I did not want to incorporate
that amendment in a series of amend-
ments, a Durbin, user fees; a Helms-
McConnell, Cambodia; a Leahy-McCon-
nell, excess defense articles; Dodd No.
1953, Peace Corps; Byrd, passports;
Brownback-Frist, Sudan with colloquy;
Feingold, fumigation; Brownback col-
loquy on human trafficking, I mention
that.

AMENDMENT NOS. 1951, AS MODIFIED, 1953, 1954,
1955, 1956, 1957, AND 1958, EN BLOC

Mr. LEAHY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be in order to consider en
bloc and agree to en bloc amendment
No. 1954, Durbin, user fees; amendment
No. 1955, Helms-McConnell, Cambodia;
amendment No. 1956, Leahy-McConnell,
excess defense articles; amendment No.
1953, Dodd, Peace Corps; amendment
No. 1957, Byrd, passports; amendment
No. 1958, Brownback-Frist, Sudan with
colloquy; amendment No. 1951, as modi-
fied, Feingold, fumigation; and
Brownback colloquy on human traf-
ficking.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report the amend-
ments, en bloc.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY]
proposes amendments numbered 1954, 1955,
1956, 1957, and 1958, en bloc.

Mr. LEAHY. Including No. 1953, I un-
derstand.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments are agreed
to, en bloc.

The amendments (Nos. 1954, 1955,
1956, 1957, and 1958) were agreed to en
bloc, as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 1954

On page 230, line 6, after ‘‘grams’’ insert
the following: ‘‘, and to oppose the approval

VerDate 13-OCT-2001 04:23 Oct 25, 2001 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00045 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G24OC6.079 pfrm02 PsN: S24PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES10952 October 24, 2001
or endorsement of such user fees or service
charges in connection with any structural
adjustment scheme or debt relief action, in-
cluding any Poverty Reduction Strategy
Paper’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1955

(Purpose: To prohibit funding for any Cam-
bodian genocide tribunal unless certain
conditions are met)
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following;
RESTRICTION ON FUNDING FOR CAMBODIAN

GENOCIDE TRIBUNAL

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used to provide equipment, technical sup-
port, consulting services, or any other form
of assistance to any tribunal established by
the Government of Cambodia pursuant to a
memorandum of understanding with the
United Nations, unless the President deter-
mines and certifies to Congress that the tri-
bunal is capable of delivering justice for
crimes against humanity and genocide in an
impartial and credible manner.

AMENDMENT NO. 1956

At the appropriate place, insert:
SEC. . EXCESS DEFENSE ARTICLES FOR CEN-

TRAL AND SOUTHERN EUROPEAN
COUNTRIES AND CERTAIN OTHER
COUNTRIES.

Notwithstanding section 516(e) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2321j(e)), during each of the fiscal years 2002
and 2003, funds available to the Department
of Defense may be expended for crating,
packing, handling, and transportation of ex-
cess defense articles transferred under the
authority of section 516 of such Act to Alba-
nia, Bulgaria, Croatia, Estonia, Former
Yugoslavia Republic of Macedonia, Georgia,
India, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lith-
uania, Moldova, Mongolia, Pakistan, Roma-
nia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Tajikistan,
Turkmenistan, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan:
Provided, That section 105 of Public Law 104–
164 is amended by striking ‘‘2000 and 2001’’
and inserting ‘‘2002 and 2003’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1957

(Purpose: to prevent abuses in the visa
waiver program)

At the appropriate place, insert:
SEC. 417. MACHINE READABLE PASSPORTS.

(a) AUDITS.—The Secretary of State shall—
(1) perform annual audits of the implemen-

tation of section 217(c)(2)(B) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1187)(c)(2)(B));

(2) check for the implementation of pre-
cautionary measures to prevent the counter-
feiting and theft of passports; and

(3) ascertain that countries designated
under the visa waiver program have estab-
lished a program to develop tamper-resistant
passports.

(b) PERIODIC REPORTS.—Beginning one year
after the date of enactment of this Act, and
every year thereafter, the Secretary of State
shall submit a report to Congress setting
forth the findings of the most recent audit
conducted under subsection (a)(1).

(c) ADVANCING DEADLINE FOR SATISFACTION
OF REQUIREMENT.—Section 217(a)(3) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1187(a)(3)) is amended by striking ‘‘2007’’ and
inserting ‘‘2003’’.

(d) WAIVER.—Section 217(a)(3) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1187(a)(3)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘On or after’’ and inserting
the following:

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), on or after’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(B) LIMITED WAIVER AUTHORITY.—During

the period beginning October 1, 2003, and end-
ing September 30, 2007 the Secretary of State
may waive the requirement of subparagraph
(A) with respect to nationals of a program
country (as designated under subsection (c)),
if the Secretary of State finds that the pro-
gram country—

‘‘(i) is making progress toward ensuring
that passports meeting the requirement of
subparagraph (A) are generally available to
its nationals; and

‘‘(ii) has taken appropriate measures to
protect against misuse of passports the coun-
try has issued that do not meet the require-
ment of subparagraph (A).’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1958

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
with respect to Sudan)

On page 232, between lines 23 and 24, insert
the following:

SUDAN

SEC. 581. (a) FINDINGS REGARDING THE NEED
FOR HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE.—The Senate
makes the following findings:

(1) The war in Sudan has cost more than
2,000,000 lives and has displaced more than
4,000,000 people.

(2) The victims of this 18-year war are not
confined to one ethnic group or religion as
moderate Moslems in eastern and western
Sudan suffer greatly, as do Christians and
animists in southern Sudan.

(3) Humanitarian assistance to the Suda-
nese is a cornerstone of United States for-
eign assistance policy and efforts to end the
war in Sudan.

(4) The United States Government has been
the largest single provider of humanitarian
assistance to the Sudanese people, providing
$1,200,000,000 in humanitarian assistance to
war victims during the past 10 years, includ-
ing $161,400,000 during fiscal year 2000 alone.

(5) Continued strengthening of United
States assistance efforts and international
humanitarian relief operations in Sudan are
essential to bring an end to the war.

(b) FINDINGS REGARDING THE NIF GOVERN-
MENT.—In addition to the findings under sub-
section (a), the Senate makes the following
findings:

(1) The people of the United States will not
abandon the people of Sudan, who have suf-
fered under the National Islamic Front (NIF)
government.

(2) For more than a decade, the NIF gov-
ernment has provided safe haven for well-
known terrorist organizations, including to
Osama bin Laden’s al-Qaeda and the Egyp-
tian Islamic Jihad.

(3) The NIF government has been engaged,
and continues to engage, in gross human
rights violations against the civilian popu-
lation of Sudan, including the enslavement
of women and children, the bombardment of
civilian targets, and the scorched-earth de-
struction of villages in the oil fields of
Sudan.

(c) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—In recognition
of the sustained struggle for self-determina-
tion and dignity by the Sudanese people, as
embodied in the IGAD Declaration of Prin-
ciples, and the statement adopted by the
United States Commission on International
Religious Freedom on October 2, 2001, it is
the sense of the Senate that—

(1) the National Islamic Front (NIF) gov-
ernment of Sudan should—

(A) establish an internationally supervised
trust fund that will manage and equitably
disburse oil revenues;

(B) remove all bans on relief flights and
provide unfettered access to all affected
areas, including the Nuba Mountains;

(C) end slavery and punish those respon-
sible for this crime against humanity;

(D) end civilian bombing and the destruc-
tion of communities in the oil fields;

(E) honor the universally recognized right
of religious freedom, including freedom from
coercive religious conversions;

(F) seriously engage in an internationally
sanctioned peace process based on the al-
ready adopted Declaration of Principles; and

(G) commit to a viable cease-fire agree-
ment based on a comprehensive settlement
of the political problems; and

(2) the President should continue to pro-
vide generous levels of humanitarian, devel-
opment, and other assistance in war-affected
areas of Sudan, and to refugees in neigh-
boring countries, with an increased emphasis
on moderate Moslem populations who have
been brutalized by the Sudanese government
throughout the 18-year conflict.

AMENDMENT NO. 1958

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, for almost
20 years, the Government of Sudan has
prosecuted a war of incredible bar-
barity against its own people, leading
to the deaths of over 2 million of its
citizens through mass starvation, in-
discriminate bombing raids, slave raids
and other outrages.

I have made medical missionary trips
to Sudan for the past three years and
have witnessed firsthand this human
tragedy. I have long supported an over-
haul of our policy towards Sudan to
strengthen and expand humanitarian
operations in Sudan and to design a
framework to assist the Administra-
tion and our allies in bringing pressure
to bear on the Government of Sudan
and the rebels to resume peace talks.

Recently, the Administration has
taken significant next steps to address
the humanitarian crisis in Sudan. On
September 11, the new Special Humani-
tarian Coordinator for Sudan, Andrew
Natsios, along with OFDA Director
Roger Winter and other Administra-
tion officials, visited Sudan to explore
ways to bring added relief to the belea-
guered population.

The Nuba Mountains is a region with
massive humanitarian needs, where ac-
cess has been nearly impossible. In an
unprecedented action, a special human-
itarian relief flight sponsored by the
U.S. and cleared by the Sudan People’s
Liberation Movement (SPLM) and Gov-
ernment of Sudan delivered eight met-
ric tons of wheat to this extremely re-
mote area that had been cut off from
international assistance. The imme-
diate needs though are for more than
2,000 tons of food. The Administration
is now negotiating expanded delivery of
food aid through airdrops to the Nuba
Mountains to be implemented by the
World Food Program. These new initia-
tives will not move forward without
additional funding.

In order to start and maintain such
aid, $35 million would be required be-
ginning in FY 2002 to fund the Admin-
istration’s critical new initiatives.

These new plans have great potential
to move the southern Sudanese in the
direction of economic self-sufficiency.
For example, to spur economic devel-
opment, USAID is planning an agricul-
tural initiative to create more entre-
preneurs producing honey, vegetable
oils, hides and skins, and other agricul-
tural products.
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Another important part of USAID’s

Sudan program is education. One of the
contributing factors to the instability
of Southern Sudan is the loss of its
educated citizenry. Over two genera-
tions of southerners have gone without
education since the civil war began in
1955. Civil government is dependent
upon education. The new education ini-
tiatives would help revitalize edu-
cation and training in southern Sudan
through teacher training, scholarships,
and other important projects.

A final aspect of USAID’s new initia-
tive focuses on rebuilding shattered
communities. Through churches and
other community groups, the people-
to-people reconciliation effort has
brought peace among tribes in South-
ern Sudan and border communities be-
tween the North and South. USAID’s
new Sudan initiatives would build upon
these efforts by identifying and sup-
porting critical community level reha-
bilitation activities.

These are just a few of the new pro-
grams that are critical to bringing re-
lief to Sudan, but current funding lev-
els are not sufficient to take advantage
of them. Therefore, I urge the appropri-
ators to give our government the re-
sources to bring real change to one of
the most war-torn countries in the
world by adding $35 million for new ini-
tiatives in Sudan.

I thank the managers of the bill, Sen-
ators LEAHY and MCCONNELL, for work-
ing with my colleagues—Senators
BROWNBACK, HELMS, and FEINGOLD—
and me to accept our amendment to
encourage an additional appropriations
for humanitarian purposes in Sudan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ment No. 1951, as modified, and amend-
ment No. 1953 are agreed to.

The amendments (Nos. 1951, as modi-
fied, and 1953) were agreed to.

Mr. LEAHY. I move to reconsider the
votes.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Vermont yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. LEAHY. Of course.
Mr. REID. It is my understanding

that the Senator from Vermont and
Senator MCCONNELL have worked
through most of these amendments. At
20 minutes to 5, we have Senator
GRAHAM coming to speak for 10 min-
utes. A Senator opposed will have 10
minutes. There will be a vote on his
amendment.

Mr. LEAHY. Or in relation thereto.
Mr. REID. Or in relation thereto,

that is right. It is my understanding we
made an announcement earlier today—
both managers did—that we are mov-
ing toward final passage. I hope the
two managers will be able to announce
prior to 5 if that, in fact, might be the
case.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to the Sen-
ator from Nevada, there is one other
issue related to Armenia Azerbaijan on

which we are working. We should have
a sense in the next 15 to 20 minutes
whether we have been able to work
that out or not. That may require one
additional vote.

Mr. REID. I say to the two managers,
I think the work today has been exem-
plary. There have been some very dif-
ficult issues. They have been discussed.
Agreements have been made on a num-
ber of the amendments.

Speaking for Senator DASCHLE, there
has been great movement in moving an
appropriations bill. It should be an ex-
ample for those who are going to fol-
low.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to my friend
from Nevada, we hope he will still be
able to say that an hour from now.

Mr. LEAHY. I certainly hope it is fin-
ished an hour from now.

Mr. President, I also say in response
to what the Senator from Nevada said,
there has been an enormous amount of
cooperation from the Senator from
Kentucky and other Senators from
both sides of the aisle, and that is what
has made it possible for us to complete
this bill.

I yield the floor.
Mr. WELLSTONE. I suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Minnesota.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I

say to my colleague from Kansas, we
are in the process of getting the col-
loquy copy. The Senator from Kansas
and I have come to talk about some
legislation we have done together that
deals with one of the horrible aspects
of this global economy; namely, the
trafficking of women and girls and
sometimes boys and men for purposes
of forcing them into prostitution and
some really deplorable labor condi-
tions.

I wonder whether the Senator from
Kansas might give us a little bit of
context, and then we will quickly do
this colloquy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, we
have a colloquy we are prepared to
enter into. In the context of this, last
year we passed a bill on the issue of sex
trafficking. It was ground-breaking
legislation for this body, ground-break-
ing legislation for around the world. Its
effort and focus was to get at the peo-
ple who are trafficking, generally,
young women and children for the pur-
poses of prostitution. It is a global phe-
nomenon. About 700,000 are trafficked
to different places from different coun-
tries around the world each year, about
50,000 into the United States.

We increased the penalties for people
who are involved in trafficking. We

have an annual report coming out from
the Government—the first one came
out this year. It was citing the prob-
lems of trafficking taking place. The
colloquy we are entering into today is
to get the initial office up and running
at the State Department and intends
for funding in the foreign operations
bill.

Mr. President, I would like to engage
in a colloquy with Senator WELLSTONE
on the topic of appropriations to com-
bat international trafficking in human
beings.

I know that Senator WELLSTONE and
other members of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, as well as the
Senate Foreign Operations Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, are greatly con-
cerned about human trafficking, which
impacts approximately 1 million people
annually worldwide. Last year, this
body unanimously passed legislation,
the Trafficking Victims Protection Act
which included an authorization of
over $30 million from the foreign oper-
ations budget to address three prin-
ciple components of anti-trafficking:
law enforcement, prevention, and vic-
tim assistance.

The bill allocates only $10 million for
law enforcement related to human traf-
ficking, and thus is $20 million shy of
the hoped-for appropriation of $30 mil-
lion for Fiscal Year 2002 which was
passed by the House. Given this short-
fall, I hope that the State Department
will spend more funds than those ear-
marked in this foreign operations ap-
propriations bill. Furthermore, the
Congress expects, as expressed through
the trafficking legislation, that it will
be combated worldwide through both
enforcement and prevention programs;
that is, sex trafficking could be com-
bated worldwide, and that the traf-
ficking victims would be assisted. Is it
your understanding, Senator
WELLSTONE, that the State Department
and other relevant agencies and depart-
ments would dedicate and spend funds
substantially over the $10 million pres-
ently allocated in this appropriation?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
that is our intention. Human traf-
ficking is a massive and multi-dimen-
sional problem, impacting countless
victims. The U.S. government is re-
sponding, but I am concerned that our
response though well-intentioned, is
both under-funded and under-coordi-
nated. I believe that approximately $15
million is currently being spent to ad-
dress human trafficking in the overall
State Department budget, but it is not
at all clear to me that activities are
being coordinated among departments
and agencies or that the results are
being optimized. I believe that the
State Department should work this
year to dedicate not less than the $30
million authorized in the Trafficking
Victims Protection Act, and that this
funding would be distributed to all
three prongs including law enforce-
ment, victims assistance, and traf-
ficking prevention activities.

I am very optimistic that the newly
established office to combat trafficking
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at the State Department will bring
some transparency and coordination to
these activities. I’m sure that both of
us, as well as other members, will be
watching for this to happen.

To assist us all in monitoring
progress, I will seek to add language to
the statement of the managers to the
conference report asking the State De-
partment to report back to us next
spring regarding plans and funding al-
locations for trafficking. Again, this is
an important issue that certainly war-
rants more than $10 million and I be-
lieve there are ample funds in this bill
to enable the State Department to
meet the authorized levels.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Senator
WELLSTONE, I agree completely. I
would like to make one last comment
about the fiscal expectations for 2003.
We understand that the trafficking
budget for Fiscal Year 2002 is under-
funded by at least $20 million in rela-
tion to the authorization. However,
once the office is fully up and running
next year, I believe that everyone is
committed to seeing a full appropria-
tion for Fiscal Year 2003 for the activi-
ties needed to combat trafficking
worldwide. This amount should be not
less than $33 million for Fiscal Year
2003, in addition to the other amounts
authorized under HHS, Labor, and CJS
appropriations legislation. In closing,
we expect a full appropriation for Fis-
cal Year 2003, without which, world-
wide trafficking cannot be effectively
challenged.

Everybody has tried to do everything
they could this year to address the
trafficking and get the office up and
going. It is not a full appropriation.
Next year, we will push for the full ap-
propriation.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1950

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, at 5
o’clock we are going to vote on an
amendment which I have offered, which
would restore the 22 percent cut that is
contained in the subcommittee report
as it relates to the Andean Region Ini-
tiative. This is funding which would
provide for the four countries of Co-
lombia, Ecuador, Peru, and Bolivia,
with funds divided approximately 50
percent to Colombia and 50 percent to
the other three; 50 percent of the funds
for law enforcement and military ac-
tivities, 50 percent for economic and
social development programs.

This is the second chapter of the
Plan Colombia which this Congress,
under the leadership of President Clin-
ton, adopted last year. It is also the
continuation of the only program that
we will have left to provide a means by

which to suppress the supply of cocaine
into the United States from its pri-
mary sources, which are these four
countries and today primarily Colom-
bia.

I have listened to some of the argu-
ments that have been made in opposi-
tion to this amendment. They raise
questions about the accountability of
this program, raise questions about the
efficacy of this program, and raise
positive comments about the activities
that are going to be funded with the 22
percent of the fund that is going to be
taken away from this account.

This is a program which has only
been in effect since October 1 of last
year, for less than 13 months. I believe
it has accomplished significant good. It
has helped professionalize the army of
Colombia, which has made it more able
to launch effective attacks against
drug dealers. It has begun to show the
ability to reduce the amount of coca
being produced in Colombia. It has sta-
bilized the governments of, particu-
larly, Peru and Ecuador.

But beyond all of those positive bene-
fits, I think the fundamental benefit
today, on October 24, is that this is the
longest running U.S. partnership pro-
gram to attack terrorism in the world.
In this case, the terrorists happen to
also be drug dealers. We are attacking
them in their uniform as drug dealers,
but, in so doing, we are also attacking
them in their 50-year role as terrorists,
formerly ideological terrorists, now es-
sentially thugs. They have gone from
Che Guevara to being Al Capone.

I believe it would send the worst pos-
sible signal to the world that we are
trying to unite in an effective program
against terrorism, to be pulling the
plug, essentially, on the effort that we
have underway against one of the most
vicious terrorist groups in the world, a
group which in the year 2000, the last
year for which statistics are available,
committed 44 percent of the all the ter-
rorist assaults against U.S. citizens
and interests in the world.

Mr. President, 44 percent of them
were committed in Colombia. That is
an indication of how concentrated, how
deep, and how violent the terrorist ac-
tivity is there, directed against U.S.
citizens, to say nothing of the assaults
against Colombian citizens and persons
from other nations who are in Colom-
bia.

I hope to reserve a few moments to
close, but I urge in the strongest terms
the adoption of this amendment which
will recommit ourselves to a strong
U.S. partnership with our neighbors in
Latin America, a strong program of at-
tacking drugs at the source as we build
up our capability to reduce the demand
in the United States and to avoid send-
ing the signal that all of our rhetoric
about how strongly we are prepared to
resist terrorism is just that—rhetoric.
Because when it comes to actual per-
formance, we failed.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, how
much time remains to the Senator
from Florida and how much time to the
Senator from Vermont?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida has 3 minutes and 47
seconds and the Senator from Vermont
has 8 minutes and 10 seconds.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I reserve
myself 31⁄2 minutes.

I don’t want Senators to think we are
not putting money in for counterdrug
programs in this bill. We have included
$718 million for the Andean Region Ini-
tiative. We will have put $2 billion in
there in just the last 16 months. The
administration’s own witnesses
couldn’t tell us how much was dis-
bursed, and for what purposes. And
they cannot show what we have gotten
from it. So we have an act of faith
here, putting in another $718 million.

What the $164 million cut in other
programs the Senator from Florida
proposes, to add to the $718 million al-
ready in the bill—where do we cut?
This is sort an across-the-board kind of
open-ended cut which allows cuts to
come from military, economic, or
other assistance to anywhere, includ-
ing countries such as Israel, Egypt, and
Jordan.

It could be cut from HIV/AIDS, from
money the President and others have
promised to help combat the worst
health crisis in half a millennium;
from money to cure TB and prevent
malaria; from military assistance, in-
cluding aid to NATO allies and the
former Soviet republics. It could cut
the Peace Corps. We increased money
for the Peace Corps, but those in-
creases may be gone if we do this cut.

Or the Eximbank, when many compa-
nies are laying people off today.

It could cut refugee and disaster re-
lief assistance for places such as Sudan
and the Caucasus.

How about programs to stop the
spread of biological, nuclear, and
chemical weapons? This is certainly
not a time when we should be cutting
those programs; or the money we have
in here to strengthen surveillance and
respond to outbreaks of infectious dis-
eases, including diseases that may
come here in a terrorist attack; or our
money for UNICEF and peacekeeping
operations.

Do we really want to cut those pro-
grams, when we have already put $718
million in for the Andean region?

I don’t want to cut the Peace Corps.
I don’t want to cut funding for AIDS.
But we will if this passes.

Obviously, the Senate has to make
up its mind about what it wants. But
even without this amendment, we are
going to have $718 million on top of bil-
lions already in this program, a pro-
gram that has millions of dollars which
they have yet to spend.

I want to help. I set aside my own
misgivings about this program by put-
ting in the $718 million. But I remind
the 81 Senators who have sent letters
requesting increases in everything
from Peace Corps to AIDS that this is
where this money would come from.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, how

much time do I have remaining?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three

minutes, thirty-nine seconds.
Mr. GRAHAM. I yield 3 minutes to

the Senator from Connecticut.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut.
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, there are

obviously choices made all over the
place in terms of programs being cut.
The point of this is that the Senator
from Florida and I are proposing that
we get back to the level the President
suggested. This is about the Andean re-
gion. In the past we dealt with Colom-
bia. There were concerns raised by
many about that program. This deals
with the Andean region. It is more
than just one country. This is a critical
issue. I know our attention today is fo-
cused on Central Asia, as it should be,
and Afghanistan and the Taliban. But
we will have to have a continuing ef-
fort in other parts of the globe on
threats we face.

Clearly, we will lose thousands of
people every year in this country in
drug-related deaths, and about 98 per-
cent of the product which is the source
of this devastation in our country
comes from the Andean region. Our at-
tention today has shifted.

All we are suggesting is that we get
back to the level the President sug-
gested, $164 million. It is a cut of 22
percent dealing with several countries
in the region, not just one. I am sure
my friend from Florida has gone over
the details of this to explain where the
resources go and how effective we hope
it will be. I join with him.

Obviously, I am not interested in see-
ing the Peace Corps cut, or Eximbank,
or other programs, which I know my
friend from Vermont cares about very
much. I understand the difficulty of
wrestling with these programs. But I
believe very strongly that this is an
area where we have to maintain a level
of consistent involvement, or we are
going to find that the resources we
have committed are going to be diluted
significantly.

This is a very serious effort. It is not
on the front pages today, but it will be
again, I guarantee you. That is the rea-
son we offered this amendment. My
hope is that we can reach some agree-
ment so we can do more.

Again, I believe very strongly that
this is one of the most critical issues—
not just for ourselves. It is in the di-
rect interest of people who are dying
every day in our streets as a result of
what happened in these countries. Our
efforts are to work with friends in the
area—particularly in Colombia—people
who have paid an awful price over the
years, a devastating price. They have
attempted to shed this country down
there of any vestige of its own long his-
toric democratic institutions.

We are under siege in a lot of places
around the globe. This is a major one.
Therefore, the cut that has come here
is one we would like to see restored.
Therefore, I urge the adoption of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I un-
derstand we are going to vote at 5
o’clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, will the
Senator withhold?

Does the Senator understand that
takes my time?

Am I correct?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is correct.
Mr. LEAHY. I would not cut off the

time of the Senator from Florida. That
is really not showing very much com-
ity.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, it was
certainly not my intention to do that.
In fact, I wanted to use the 39 seconds
that were left to me. I wanted to use
them. And there might be a few more
people in the Chamber than is the case
now. I suggest the absence of a quorum
without that counting against the time
of either the Senator from Vermont or
the Senator from Florida.

Mr. LEAHY. That would take unani-
mous consent, and I will not give it. We
told people we are going to vote at 5
o’clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Who yields time?
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I under-

stand the concerns of the Senator from
Florida, who has spent an enormous
amount of time in this area, and the
Senator from Connecticut. I am sorry
the Senator from Connecticut would
not stay to hear these comments. But
we have included $718 million for the
Andean Regional Initiative. That is for
Colombia, Peru, Bolivia, and Ecuador—
$2 billion in just over a year. We have
not ignored this part of the world.

As the Senator from Connecticut
says, it may not be on the front page.
The Ebola plague is not on the front
page. But we have inadequate amounts
of money in here to help protect us
against such a health disaster.

Can you imagine? Nobody would be
wanting to cut money for that if the
Ebola plague were in the headlines. But
this amendment would result in a cut
of some of that money.

We have money in here to help put
Americans back to work at a time
when tens of thousands are being laid
off daily. It may not be the big head-
line. But this amendment would in ef-
fect cut efforts to put these people
back to work.

What the Peace Corps has accom-
plished over the years is not in the
headlines. But this money would cut
some of the increase in funds we put in
for the Peace Corps.

There are a lot of things that are not
in the headlines. Helping to stop the
spread of AIDS may not be in the daily
headlines. But this would cut money
for that.

This is not about whether you are for
or against the Andean Initiative. We

put nearly three-quarters of a billion
dollars in here following well over $1
billion in just the past year. It is not
without funding.

His amendment allow cuts to be
made in everything from the Middle
East, refugee aid, basic education, bio-
logical, nuclear, and chemical weapons
non-proliferation programs, anti-ter-
rorism programs, and money to clear
landmines. We need to strike a bal-
ance, which is what this bill does.

What is the time?
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.

CARNAHAN). The Senator has 1 minute
remaining.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, how
much time remains for my colleague
from Florida?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eleven
seconds.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, Sen-
ator MCCONNELL and I have gone
through this bill and we have tried to
set priorities. We have put considerable
amounts of money in this bill for
counterdrug programs. The House has
even more. In conference, as a prac-
tical matter, the money for the Andean
Initiative is likely to go up some
amount.

But let us not cut money for bioter-
rorism, money to stop plagues from
reaching the United States, money to
aid refugees from Afghanistan or Afri-
ca, money to support the countries
which the President has promised to
help with our campaign against Osama
bin Laden—let’s not cut those funds—
and the Peace Corps and the Exim
Bank and everything else, to add even
more funds for counterdrug programs
when they have not spent what they al-
ready have.

Madam President, I yield back what-
ever time I have left.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida has 11 seconds.

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, in
my 11 seconds, I want to direct them to
our friends on the other side of the
aisle. Our amendment would restore
the recommendation which has been
made by President Bush of his best as-
sessment of what is necessary in order
to accomplish the purposes. The Presi-
dent challenged us today to answer the
question: Is America prepared to stay
in the war against terrorism? His an-
swer was: Absolutely.

If we want to say, absolutely, we
need to vote yes for the amendment
that will restore the funds to the long-
est running antiterrorism campaign in
which the United States is currently
engaged.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

The Senator from Vermont.
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I

make a point of order that the Graham
amendment No. 1950 violates section
302(f) of the Budget Act.

The bill before us is at the sub-
committee’s 302(b) allocation. There-
fore, any net increase in budget au-
thority or outlays would trigger a 60-
vote point of order.
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The Graham amendment does not

identify a specific offset for its $164
million increase in discretionary budg-
et authority for the Andean
Counterdrug Program, nor does it es-
tablish a mechanism to ensure that the
funds are, in fact, offset. Therefore, if
the Graham amendment passed, it
would cause the Foreign Operations
Subcommittee to exceed its spending
allocation.

Additionally, even if the administra-
tion were to identify offsets for the en-
tire $164 million in budget authority,
the Congressional Budget Office is not
confident that cuts would occur to pro-
grams with an equal or faster outlay
rate. A net increase in outlays from
the Graham amendment would also
trigger a violation of the subcommit-
tee’s allocation and a 60-vote point of
order.

Therefore, I make a point of order
that the Graham amendment No. 1950
violates section 302(f) of the Budget
Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to be added as a co-
sponsor to the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the re-
quest by Senator KYL be modified to
also include Senators GRASSLEY and
MCCAIN as cosponsors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, I
move to waive the Budget Act and I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to waive the Budget Act in re-
lation to the Graham amendment No.
1950. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the

Senator from Tennessee (Mr. FRIST) is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 27,
nays 72, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 311 Leg.]

YEAS—27

Bayh
Biden
Breaux
Carnahan
Chafee
Clinton
Corzine
Craig
DeWine

Dodd
Graham
Grassley
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson (AR)
Kyl
Lieberman

Lugar
McCain
Miller
Nelson (FL)
Rockefeller
Schumer
Sessions
Thompson
Torricelli

NAYS—72

Akaka
Allard
Allen
Baucus
Bennett
Bingaman

Bond
Boxer
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Byrd

Campbell
Cantwell
Carper
Cleland
Cochran
Collins

Conrad
Crapo
Daschle
Dayton
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Ensign
Enzi
Feingold
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Gramm
Gregg
Harkin
Hollings
Hutchison (TX)

Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Leahy
Levin
Lincoln
Lott
McConnell
Mikulski
Murkowski
Murray
Nelson (NE)
Nickles

Reed (RI)
Reid (NV)
Roberts
Santorum
Sarbanes
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stabenow
Stevens
Thomas
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—1

Frist

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 27, the nays are 72.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
The point of order is sustained, and the
amendment falls.

Mr. LEAHY. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, Sen-
ator REID and Senator NICKLES have
been asking our intent. Senator
MCCONNELL and I have been here for a
couple days and would like to wrap up.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for
an announcement while everybody is
here?

Mr. LEAHY. Yes.
Mr. REID. Madam President, Senator

DASCHLE has asked me to announce we
have a section-by-section analysis of
the antiterrorism bill. Copies of the
bill and a short summary are available
in Senator DASCHLE’s office, the Demo-
cratic Cloakroom, and Senator LEAHY’s
Russell office. They will be there by
5:45 p.m. The same is available in the
Republican Cloakroom.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

AMENDMENT NO. 1959

Mr. DODD. Madam President, on be-
half of myself and the distinguished
Senator from Texas, Mrs. Kay Bailey
Hutchison, I send an amendment to the
desk and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD],

for himself and Mrs. HUTCHISON, proposes an
amendment numbered 1959.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: Amendment to modify the annual

drug certification procedures for FY 2002
with respect to countries in the Western
Hemisphere)

At the appropriate place in the bill add the
following new section:

SEC. . During fiscal year 2002 funds in this
Act that would otherwise be withheld from

obligation or expenditure under Section 490
with respect to countries in the Western
Hemisphere may be obligated or expended
provided that—

(a) Not later than November 30 of 2001 the
President has submitted to the appropriate
congressional committees a report identi-
fying each country in the Western Hemi-
sphere determined by the President to be a
major drug-transit country or major illicit
drug producing country.

(b) In each report under subsection (a), the
President shall also—

(1) designate each country, if any, identi-
fied in such report that has failed demon-
strably, during the previous 12 months, to
make substantial efforts—

(A) to adhere to its obligations under
international counter narcotics agreements;
and

(B) to take the counter narcotics measures
set forth in section 489(a)(1); and

(2) include a justification for each country
so designated.

(c) LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE FOR DES-
IGNATED COUNTRIES.—In the case of a country
identified in a report for a fiscal year 2002
under subsection (a) that is also designated
under subsection (b) in the report, United
States assistance may be provided under this
Act to such country in fiscal year 2002 only
if the President determines and reports to
the appropriate congressional committees
that—

(1) provision of such assistance to the
country in such fiscal year is vital to the na-
tional interests of the United States; or

(2) commencing at any time after Novem-
ber 30, 2001, the country has made substan-
tial efforts—

(A) to adhere to its obligations under
international counternarcotics agreements;
and

(B) to take the counternarcotics measures
set forth in section 489(a)(1).

(d) INTERNATIONAL COUNTERNARCOTICS
AGREEMENT DEFINED.—In this section, the
term ‘‘international counternarcotics agree-
ment’’ means—

(1) the United Nations Convention Against
Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psycho-
tropic Substances; or

(2) any bilateral or multilateral agreement
in force between the United States and an-
other country or countries that addresses
issues relating to the control of illicit drugs,
such as—

(A) the production, distribution, and inter-
diction of illicit drugs,

(B) demand reduction,
(C) the activities of criminal organiza-

tions,
(D) international legal cooperation among

courts, prosecutors, and law enforcement
agencies (including the exchange of informa-
tion and evidence),

(E) the extradition of nationals and indi-
viduals involved in drug-related criminal ac-
tivity,

(F) the temporary transfer for prosecution
of nationals and individuals involved in
drug-related criminal activity,

(G) border security,
(H) money laundering,
(I) illicit firearms trafficking,
(J) corruption,
(K) control of precursor chemicals,
(L) asset forfeiture, and
(M) related training and technical assist-

ance;

and includes, where appropriate, timetables
and objective and measurable standards to
assess the progress made by participating
countries with respect to such issues; and

(e) Section 490 (b)–(e) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291j) shall not
apply during FY 2002 with respect to any
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country in the Western Hemisphere identi-
fied in subsection (a) of this section.

(f) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section supersedes or modifies the re-
quirement in section 489(a) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (with respect to the
International Control Strategy Report) for
the transmittal of a report not later than
March 1 of 2002 under that section.

(g) SENSE OF CONGRESS ON ENHANCED
INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL.—

It is the sense of Congress that—
(1) many governments are extremely con-

cerned by the national security threat posed
by illicit drug production, distribution, and
consumption, and crimes related thereto,
particularly those in the Western Hemi-
sphere;

(2) an enhanced multilateral strategy
should be developed among drug producing,
transit, and consuming nations designed to
improve cooperation with respect to the in-
vestigation and prosecution of drug related
crimes, and to make available information
on effective drug education and drug treat-
ment;

(3) the United States should at the earliest
feasible date convene a conference of rep-
resentatives of major illicit drug producing
countries, major drug transit countries, and
major money laundering countries to present
and review country by country drug reduc-
tion and prevention strategies relevant to
the specific circumstances of each country,
and agree to a program and timetable for im-
plementation of such strategies; and

(4) not later than one year after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the President
should transmit to Congress any legislation
necessary to implement a proposed multilat-
eral strategy to achieve the goals referred to
in paragraph (2), including any amendments
to existing law that may be required to im-
plement that strategy.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, on be-
half of Senator HUTCHISON and myself—
and I ask my colleague from Texas to
make the comments she wants to
make—this amendment for 1 year
would impose a moratorium on the
drug certification process only for the
Western Hemisphere. Interested col-
leagues—Senator FEINSTEIN, Senator
GRASSLEY, and Senator HELMS—have
all indicated they support this amend-
ment. Those are the Members who have
the most interest particularly with re-
gard to the larger proposal.

We believe this is a very important
message to be sending. We know our
colleagues have a deep interest in it.
The administration supports this
amendment, and we urge its adoption.

As my colleagues know, the issue of
how to construct and implement an ef-
fective international counternarcotics
policy has been the subject of much de-
bate in Congress over the years. Earlier
this year, I introduced legislation with
the goal of seeing if there is some way
to end what has become a stale debate
that has not brought us any closer to
mounting a credible effort to eliminate
or contain the international drug
mafia.

Thanks to the chairman and ranking
member of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee we were able to develop an ef-
fective alternative to the current cer-
tification process, and that bill was re-
ported out of the committee unani-
mously.

We all know that, by and large, the
drug cooperation issue has been fo-

cused on our relations with Mexico. We
know as well that it is a new day in
United States-Mexico relations. Presi-
dent Fox has been enormously sup-
portive of the U.S. across the board. He
wants very much to work coopera-
tively with the United States in fight-
ing drugs and believes that the certifi-
cation process could get in the way of
that effort. It is important that we
make a change in that process as
quickly as possible.

It is not likely that we will get to the
free-standing bill this year and there-
fore I have decided to offer the sub-
stance of this bill today with slight
changes to conform to the appropria-
tions requirements.

First the current certification proc-
ess will be altered for only fiscal year
2002, consistent with the scope of this
bill. Second, it will be limited to coun-
tries in the Western Hemisphere. Other
than those modest changes the thrust
of the amendment is virtually identical
to the committee bill.

We can all agree that drugs are a
problem—a big problem. We also can
agree that the international drug trade
poses a direct threat to the United
States and to international efforts to
promote democracy, economic sta-
bility, human rights, and the rule of
law throughout the world, and most
specifically, in our hemisphere.

While the international effects of the
drug trade are important, what con-
cerns me the most personally is the ef-
fect of the drug trade here at home.

Last year, Americans spent more
than $60 billion to purchase illegal
drugs. Nearly 15 million Americans
over the age of 12 use illegal drugs, in-
cluding 1.5 million cocaine users,
208,000 heroin addicts, and more than 11
million smokers of marijuana. And, the
menace of drug abuse is not confined to
just the inner cities and the poor. Ille-
gal drug use occurs among members of
every ethnic and socioeconomic group
in the United States.

The human and economic costs of il-
legal drug consumption by Americans
are enormous. More than 16,000 people
die annually as a result of drug induced
deaths. Drug related illness, death, and
crime cost the United States over $100
billion annually, including costs for
lost productivity, premature death,
and incarceration.

The drug trade is extremely lucra-
tive, generating estimated revenues of
$400 billion annually. The United
States has spent more than $30 billion
in foreign interdiction and source
country counternarcotics measures
since 1981, and despite impressive sei-
zures at the border, on the high seas,
and in other countries, foreign drugs
are cheaper and more plentiful in the
United States today than two decades
ago.

I believe, and I hope that the Senate
agrees, that for a variety of reasons the
time is right to give the incoming Bush
administration some flexibility with
respect to the annual certification
process, so that it can determine

whether this is the best mechanism for
producing the kind of international co-
operation and partnership that is need-
ed to contain this transnational men-
ace.

I believe that government leaders,
particularly in this hemisphere, have
come to recognize that illegal drug pro-
duction and consumption are increas-
ingly threats to political stability
within their national borders. Clearly
President Pastrana of Colombia has ac-
knowledged that fact and has sought to
work very closely with the United
States in implementing Plan Colombia.
Similarly, President Vicente Fox of
Mexico has made international coun-
ternarcotics cooperation a high pri-
ority since assuming office last Decem-
ber. These leaders also feel strongly,
however, that unilateral efforts by the
United States to grade their govern-
ments’ performance in this area is a
major irritant in the bilateral relation-
ship and counterproductive to their ef-
forts to instill a cooperative spirit in
their own bureaucracies.

The legislation I introduced recog-
nizes that illicit drug production, dis-
tribution and consumption are na-
tional security threats to many gov-
ernments around the globe, and espe-
cially many of those in our own hemi-
sphere, including Mexico, Columbia,
and other countries in the Andean re-
gion. It urges the administration to de-
velop an enhanced multilateral strat-
egy for addressing these threats from
both the supply and demand side of the
equation. It also recommends that the
President submit any legislative
changes to existing law which he deems
necessary in order to implement this
international program within 1 year
from the enactment of this legislation.

In order to create the kind of inter-
national cooperation and mutual re-
spect that must be present if the Bush
administration’s effort is to produce
results, the bill would also suspend the
annual drug certification procedure for
a period of 3 years, while efforts are on-
going to develop and implement this
enhanced multilateral strategy. I be-
lieve it is fair to say that while the cer-
tification procedure may have had
merit when it was enacted into law in
1986, it has now become a hurdle to fur-
thering bilateral and multilateral co-
operation with other governments, par-
ticularly those in our own hemisphere
such as Mexico and Colombia—govern-
ments whose cooperation is critical if
we are to succeed in stemming the flow
of drugs across the borders.

Let me make clear, however, that
while we would not be ‘‘grading’’ other
governments on whether they have
‘‘cooperated fully’’ during the 3-year
‘‘suspension’’ period, the detailed re-
porting requirements currently re-
quired by law concerning what each
government has done to cooperate in
the areas of eradication, extradition,
asset seizure, money laundering and
demand reduction during the previous
calendar year will remain in force. We
will be fully informed as to whether
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governments are falling short of their
national and international obligations.
The annual determination as to which
countries are major producers or tran-
sit sources of illegal drugs will also
continue to be required by law. The
President is also mandated to withhold
U.S. assistance from any country that
has been deemed to have failed to meet
its international obligations with re-
spect to counter narcotics matters, al-
though he may waive that mandate if
he deems it will serve U.S. interests.

I believe that we need to reach out to
other governments who share our con-
cerns about the threat that drugs pose
to the fabric of their societies and our
own. It is arrogant to assume we are
the only nation that cares about such
matters. We need to sit down and fig-
ure out what each of us can do better
to make it harder for drug traffickers
to ply their trade. Together, working
collectively, we can defeat the traf-
fickers. But if we expend our energies
playing the blame game, we are cer-
tainly not going to effectively address
their threat. We are not going to stop
one additional teenager from becoming
hooked on drugs, or one more citizen
from being mugged outside his home by
some drug crazed thief.

During the Clinton administration,
Barry McCaffrey, the Director of the
Office of National Drug Control Policy
did a fine job in attempting to forge
more cooperative relations with Co-
lombia, Mexico, and other countries in
our own hemisphere. The OAS has also
done some important work over the
last several years in putting in place
an institutional framework for dealing
with the complexities of compiling na-
tional statistics so that we can better
understand what needs to be done. The
United Nations, through its Office for
Drug Control and Crime Prevention
has also made some important con-
tributions in furthering international
cooperation in this area. However, still
more needs to be done. I believe my
legislation will build upon that
progress.

It is my hope that a change in the
certification process coupled with new
administrations in the United States
and Mexico provide a window of oppor-
tunity for the United States working
with Mexico to spearhead international
efforts to find better and more effec-
tive ways for multilateral cooperation.
That is why I hope my colleagues will
support this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent to be added as
a cosponsor of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President,
this is something we must do. We have
been working with Mexico on the drug
issue for a long time, and we want to
put forward a comprehensive program
that will be a sharing of responsibility.
We will do that, but at this time we do
not want the deadline to come on us
and not be able to certify Mexico.

We are working with Colombia. They
are trying very hard to rid themselves
of their drug problem. We want to help
them, not hurt them.

I thank the Senator from Con-
necticut for taking the lead on this
issue. I yield the floor.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I urge
the adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

If not, the question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 1959.

The amendment (No. 1959) was agreed
to.

Mr. DODD. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I be-
lieve we are almost done. Just so peo-
ple will know, I am about to propound
a unanimous consent request regarding
a Hutchison amendment on tuber-
culosis, a Bingaman amendment on
Central America drought relief, a
Leahy AIDS and malaria funding
amendment, a Stabenow amendment
on the victims of terrorism, a Landrieu
amendment on child soldiers, and a
McConnell technical amendment.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1960 THROUGH 1965, EN BLOC

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
to bring forward an amendment by
Senator HUTCHISON of Texas, Senator
BINGAMAN of New Mexico, Senator
LEAHY of Vermont, Senator STABENOW
of Michigan, Senator SANTORUM of
Pennsylvania, Senator THOMPSON of
Tennessee, Senator LANDRIEU of Lou-
isiana, and Senator MCCONNELL of Ken-
tucky, and that they be considered en
bloc and agreed to en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY],

for himself and Mr. MCCONNELL, for them-
selves and others, proposes amendments
numbered 1960 through 1965, en bloc.

The amendments are as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 1960

On page 120, line 3, strike ‘‘$1,455,500,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$1,465,500,000’’.

On page 121, line 6, after ‘‘diseases’’ insert
the following: ‘‘,of which not less than
$65,000,000 should be made available for the
prevention, treatment, and control of, and
research on, tuberculosis’’.

On page 142, line 17, strike ‘‘$567,000,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$557,000,000’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1961

On page 142, line 17, strike ‘‘$567,000,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$557,000,000’’.

On page 124, line 17, strike ‘‘$1,235,000,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$1,245,000,000’’.

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new section:

CENTRAL AMERICA DISASTER RELIEF

SEC. . Of the funds appropriated under the
headings ‘‘International Disaster Assist-
ance’’, ‘‘Development Assistance’’, and ‘‘Eco-
nomic Support Fund’’, not less than
$35,000,000 should be made available for relief
and reconstruction assistance for victims of
earthquakes and drought in El Salvador and
elsewhere in Central America.

AMENDMENT NO. 1962

On page 116, line 23, delete ‘‘$753,323,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$727,323,000’’.

On page 145, line 17, delete $326,500,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$318,500,000’’.

On page 157, line 3, strike ‘‘CONTRIBU-
TION’’ and all that follows through the pe-
riod on line 8.

On page 136, line 9, delete ‘‘$800,000,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$795,500,000’’.

On page 128, line 13, delete ‘‘$255,000,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$245,000,000’’.

On page 133, line 13, delete ‘‘$603,000,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$615,000,000’’.

On page 121, line 5, delete ‘‘$175,000,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$185,000,000’’.

On page 121, line 6, after ‘‘diseases’’ insert:
‘‘, of which not less than $65,000,000 should be
made available to combat malaria’’.

On page 159, line 13, delete ‘‘217,000,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$218,000,000’’.

On page 160, line 1, delete ‘‘$39,000,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$40,000,000’’.

On page 120, line 3, delete ‘‘$1,455,500,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$1,500,500,000’’.

On page 120, line 24, delete ‘‘$415,000,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$450,000,000’’.

On page 120, line 25, delete ‘‘$40,000,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$90,000,000’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1963

(Purpose: To make agreed technical
amendments by the managers of the bill)

On page 232, between lines 23 and 24, insert
the following:

PROJECTS HONORING VICTIMS OF TERRORIST
ATTACKS

SEC. 581. The National and Community
Service Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12501 et seq.) is
amended by inserting before title V the fol-
lowing:

‘‘TITLE IV—PROJECTS HONORING
VICTIMS OF TERRORIST ATTACKS

‘‘(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘Foundation’ means the Points of Light
Foundation funded under section 301, or an-
other nonprofit private organization, that
enters into an agreement with the Corpora-
tion to carry out this section.

‘‘(b) IDENTIFICATION OF PROJECTS.—
‘‘(1) ESTIMATED NUMBER.—Not later than

December 1, 2001, the Foundation, after ob-
taining the guidance of the heads of appro-
priate Federal agencies, such as the Director
of the Office of Homeland Security and the
Attorney General, shall—

‘‘(A) make an estimate of the number of
victims killed as a result of the terrorist at-
tacks on September 11, 2001 (referred to in
this section as the ‘estimated number’); and

‘‘(B) compile a list that specifies, for each
individual that the Foundation determines
to be such a victim, the name of the victim
and the State in which the victim resided.

‘‘(2) IDENTIFIED PROJECTS.—The Foundation
shall identify approximately the estimated
number of community-based national and
community service projects that meet the
requirements of subsection (d). The Founda-
tion shall name each identified project in
honor of a victim described in subsection
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(b)(1)(A), after obtaining the permission of
an appropriate member of the victim’s fam-
ily and the entity carrying out the project.

(c) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—To be eligible to
have a project named under this section, the
entity carrying out the project shall be a po-
litical subdivision of a State, a business, or
a nonprofit organization (which may be a re-
ligious organization, such as a Christian,
Jewish, or Muslim organization).

‘‘(d) PROJECTS.—The Foundation shall
name, under this section, projects—

‘‘(1) that advance the goals of unity, and
improving the quality of life in commu-
nities; and

‘‘(2) that will be planned, or for which im-
plementation will begin, within a reasonable
period after the date of enactment of this
section, as determined by the Foundation.

‘‘(e) WEBSITE AND DATABASE.—The Founda-
tion shall create and maintain websites and
databases, to describe projects named under
this section and serve as appropriate vehicles
for recognizing the projects.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1964

(Purpose: To make available funds for serv-
ices aimed at the reintegration of war-af-
fected youth in East Asia)
On page 125, line 16, before the period at

the end of the line insert the following: ‘‘:
Provided further, That, of the funds appro-
priated under this heading or under ‘Child
Survival and Health Programs Fund’,
$5,000,000 should be made available for activi-
ties in South and Central Asia aimed at re-
integrating ‘child soldiers’ and other war-af-
fected youth’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1965

On page 137, line 17 through page 138 line
11, strike all after ‘‘(e)’’ through ‘‘assist-
ance’’.

HIV/AIDS

Mr. SANTORUM. Madam President,
HIV/AIDS has become a world-wide
pandemic. More than 16 million people
have died of AIDS. The Joint United
Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS
(UNAIDS) and the World Health Orga-
nization, WHO, have estimated that
over 32.4 million adults and 1.2 million
children around the world are already
living with HIV. Half of all people who
acquire HIV become infected before
they turn 25 and typically die of AIDS
before their 35th birthday.

The overwhelming majority of people
with HIV live in the developing world,
and that proportion is likely to grow
even further as infection rates con-
tinue to rise in countries where pov-
erty, poor health systems, and limited
resources for prevention and care fuel
the spread of the virus.

Sub-Saharan Africa bears the brunt
of HIV and AIDS, with close to 70 per-
cent of the global total of HIV-positive
people. Over 14 million Africans have
already been claimed by the disease,
leaving behind shattered families and
crippled prospects for development.
There have also been recent reports of
growing problems in China, India, and
elsewhere. Of course, the United States
is not immune to this virus, and its
spread globally only contributes to
risks in America.

It is estimated that approximately 90
percent of people in sub-Saharan Africa
do not know if they are HIV infected or
not. They have no means of gaining

this vital knowledge so that they can
protect themselves and others. Thus,
testing is a critical aspect of the effort
to stop the further spread of HIV/AIDS.
However, one must be careful that
tests are appropriate to the regions
where they are used.

In developing regions served by
USAID, tests should be fast, accurate,
simple, designed to assist those pro-
viding counseling, and have no need for
labs or refrigeration. The importance
of testing cannot be overstated. Early
detection of HIV/AIDS might enable
treatment to be more effective. We
must do all we can to control and stop
the spread of this dreaded virus, and I
urge USAID to seek to develop rapid
tests that serve this purpose.

Mr. McCONNELL. I thank the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania for bringing up
this important issue. I believe that
USAID should be committed to fur-
thering the cause of finding a suitable
field test for HIV/AIDS. I would expect
that of the funds appropriated to
USAID, the Agency would evaluate po-
tential tests for deployment in sub-Sa-
haran Africa.

Mr. LEAHY. I also thank the Senator
from Pennsylvania, and agree with him
on the importance of testing as an im-
portant part of the effort to stop the
spread of HIV and AIDS. The bill under
consideration includes $375 million for
U.S. Agency for International Develop-
ment programs to combat HIV/AIDS. It
is my belief that a portion of these
funds should be committed to the de-
velopment of rapid tests.

HACIA LA SEGURIDAD

Mr. THOMPSON. Madam President, I
have a question for Senator MCCON-
NELL, distinguished ranking member of
the Foreign Operations Appropriations
Subcommittee, regarding an important
rule of law project currently underway
in the Andean region. The project is
the Hacia la Seguridad project located
in Quito, Ecuador.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I will be pleased to
answer the Senator’s question.

Mr. THOMPSON. The mission of the
Hacia la Seguridad project is to in-
crease transparency throughout Ecua-
dor’s legal system as a means of pro-
moting bureaucratic and judicial ac-
countability, effective governance and
law enforcement, and improved access
to justice. The project specifically fo-
cuses on the identification and elimi-
nation of invalid regulations and stat-
utes, the design of modern legal codes,
judicial monitoring, and public edu-
cation and support for rule of law re-
form. It is my understanding that the
Senator supports this project and that
it is the intention of the committee
that it receive support from USAID.

Mr. MCCONNELL. That is correct.
The project advances the goals set
forth in the International Anti-Corrup-
tion and Good Governance Act of 2000
and helps promote stability and democ-
racy in the Andean region generally. It
is the committee’s intent that this
project receive ESF funding in fiscal
year 2002.

Mr. THOMPSON. I thank the Senator
for his clarifying statement and ask
that the committee seek Statement of
Manager’s language directing USAID
to fund the project.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I will be happy to
work with the conferees to try to de-
velop Statement of Manager’s language
advising USAID of this project and its
importance.

Mr. THOMPSON. I thank the Senator
for his comments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments are agreed
to.

The amendments (Nos. 1960 through
1965) were agreed to, en bloc.

Mr. LEAHY. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
there is one more amendment which we
expect will be agreed to by voice vote.
We have been working on it all day. It
is about to miraculously appear from
back in the Cloakroom. It is related to
the Armenia-Azerbaijan dispute.

I say to my colleagues, we will be
able to agree to that shortly, we be-
lieve on a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

AMENDMENT NO. 1921

Mr. BROWNBACK. Madam President,
I call up amendment No. 1921.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK]

proposes an amendment numbered 1921.

Mr. BROWNBACK. I ask unanimous
consent the reading of the amendment
be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 1921

(Purpose: To authorize the President to
waive the restriction of assistance for
Azerbaijan if the President determines
that it is in the national security interest
of the United States to do so)
On page 232, between lines 23 and 24, insert

the following:
WAIVER OF RESTRICTION ON ASSISTANCE TO

AZERBAIJAN.
SEC. 581. Section 907 of the FREEDOM Sup-

port Act (Public Law 102–511; 22 U.S.C. 5812
note) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘United States’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘(a) RESTRICTION.—United States’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(b) WAIVER.—The President is authorized

to waive the restriction in subsection (a) if
the President determines that it is in the na-
tional security interest of the United States
to do so.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1966 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1921

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I send a second-degree amendment to
the Brownback amendment to the desk
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
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The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MCCON-

NELL] proposes an amendment numbered 1966
to amendment No. 1921.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent the reading of the amendment
be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
AMENDMENT TO NO. 1966 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1921

Strike all after the word Sec. and add the
following:

Section 907 of the FREEDOM Support Act
shall not apply to—

(A) activities to support democracy or as-
sistance under Title V of the FREEDOM
Support Act and section 1424 of Public Law
104–201 or nonproliferation assistance;

(B) any assistance provided by the Trade
and Development Agency under section 661
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C. 2421);

(C) any activity carried out by a member
of the United States and Foreign Commer-
cial Service while acting within his or her
official capacity;

(D) any insurance, reinsurance, guarantee
or other assistance provided by the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation under title
IV of Chapter 2 of part I of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2191 et seq.);

(E) any financing provided under the Ex-
port-Import Bank Act of 1945; or

(F) humanitarian assistance.
(2) The President may waive section 907 of

the FREEDOM Support Act if he determines
and certifies to the Committees on Appro-
priations that to do so:

(A) is necessary to support United States
efforts to counter terrorism; or

(B) is necessary to support the operational
readiness of United States Armed Forces or
coalition partners to counter terrorism; or

(C) is important to Azerbaijan’s border se-
curity; and

(D) will not undermine or hamper ongoing
efforts to negotiate a peaceful settlement be-
tween Armenia and Azerbaijan or be used for
offensive purposes against Armenia.

(3) The authority of paragraph (2) may
only be exercised through December 31, 2002.

(4) The President may extend the waiver
authority provided in paragraph (2) on an an-
nual basis on or after December 31, 2002 if he
determines and certifies to the Committees
on Appropriations in accordance with the
provisions of paragraph (2).

(5) The Committees on Appropriations
shall be consulted prior to the provisions of
any assistance made available pursuant to
paragraph (2).

(6) Within 60 days of any exercise of the au-
thority under Section (2), the President shall
send a report to the appropriate Congres-
sional committees specifying in detail the
following:

(A) The nature and quantity of all training
and assistance provided to the government of
Azerbaijan pursuant to Section (2);

(B) the status of the military balance be-
tween Azerbaijan and Armenia and the im-
pact of U.S. assistance on that balance; and

(C) the status of negotiations for a peaceful
settlement between Armenia and Azerbaijan
and the impact of U.S. assistance on those
negotiations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Madam President,
I want to speak in favor of the amend-
ment put forward by my colleague
from Kentucky. As he mentioned, this
is a contentious, difficult issue on
which people have been working all
day. We have gotten to an agreement
of what we think can work.

Basically, the issue is trying to pros-
ecute the war on terrorism. I think we
have been able to work some issues out
to be able to get that done. I am very
appreciative of all my colleagues, par-
ticularly the Senator from Kentucky,
Mr. MCCONNELL, and the Senator from
Maryland, Mr. SARBANES, and a number
of other people for working aggres-
sively on it.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a letter of sup-
port on this issue from the Secretary of
State, Colin Powell, and ask it be
printed in the RECORD along with a let-
ter from three former National Secu-
rity Advisers to Senator DASCHLE and
Senator LOTT in support of this amend-
ment we are putting forward.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington, October 15, 2001.

Hon. JESSE A. HELMS,
Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate.

DEAR SENATOR HELMS: The President has
asked me to request your support for pro-
viding legislative authority that would allow
assistance to the Republic of Azerbaijan.
Azerbaijan has joined the coalition to com-
bat terrorism and has granted the United
States overflight rights, the use of its air
bases, and has provided critical intelligence
cooperation. Section 907 of the Freedom Sup-
port Act of 1992, however, severely con-
strains our ability to provide most support
to the Government of Azerbaijan including
assistance needed to support our operations
in the ongoing war against terrorism.

In addition to purely military matters, no
less urgent is our need to engage and assist
Azerbaijan’s intelligence and law enforce-
ment agencies. It is also imperative that we
assist and work with Azerbaijan’s financial
authorities to track and disrupt assets of the
terror network. The campaign’s evolution
will probably bring other requirements to
the fore that we will need flexibility to ad-
dress.

I request your assistance in passing legis-
lation that would provide a national security
interest waiver from the restrictions of sec-
tion 907. Removal of these restrictions will
allow the United States to provide necessary
military assistance that will enable Azer-
baijan to counter terrorist organizations and
elements operating within its borders. This
type of assistance is a critical element of the
United States fight against global terrorism.

Sincerely,
COLIN L. POWELL.

OCTOBER 17, 2001.
Hon. TOM DASCHLE,
Majority Leader,
U.S. Senate.
Hon. TRENT LOTT,
Minority Leader,
U.S. Senate.

DEAR SENATOR DASCHLE AND SENATOR
LOTT: Now that the United States has been
compelled to undertake a comprehensive
world war against terrorism, it is imperative
that we ensure that our President benefits
from the diplomatic flexibility and military
capacities necessary to succeed decisively in
this war.

The first front of this war is the Caucasus
and Central Asia. Fostering and solidifying
enduring partnerships with the countries of
this region is a strategic and operational im-
perative.

For this reason, we urge you to support the
repeal of an archaic sanction against Azer-

baijan, a country whose cooperation will be
no less vital than any of its neighbors. Azer-
baijan was among the first countries to con-
demn the September 11th attacks. It has of-
fered the United States military overflight
rights and the use of its military bases in
this war against terrorism.

However, Section 907 of the Freedom Sup-
port Act prohibits the United States from
benefitting from this offer. Unless Section
907 is repealed, our military will not be able
to cooperate with Azerbaijan’s security
forces to create capacities that will increase
not only our ability to strike against ter-
rorist targets, but also our ability to provide
much needed security and logistical support
to U.S. forces operating in that region.

There is not a doubt that Azerbaijan is
ready and willing to be a full ally in the war
against terrorism. Ironically, it is not Azer-
baijan’s will, but an archaic legislative pro-
vision that precludes the United States from
accepting Baku’s hand of partnership. This is
not only a diplomatic loss, it is strike
against our men and women in uniform now
conducting a military offensive in Afghani-
stan against Al Qaeda and the Taliban.

For these strategic and operational rea-
sons, we urge you to support the repeal of
Section 907. Doing so will help to maximize
America’s ability to wage the war on ter-
rorism.

Respectfully,
ZBIGNIEW BRZEZINSKI.
BRENT SCOWCROFT.
ANTHONY LAKE.

Mr. BROWNBACK. I don’t know if
there is further need for us to debate
on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I thank the distinguished Senator from
Kansas for his tenacity in advocating
his point of view. He and I and the Sen-
ator from Maryland have had some
great debates on the issue of section
907 of the Freedom of Support Act in
previous Congresses, but I do believe
we have been able to work out an ap-
proach that both allows the adminis-
tration to engage with these areas in a
way that facilitates the fighting of the
war and also preserves section 907 to be
dealt with at a later date when the
final settlement comes between Arme-
nia and Azerbaijan, which will obvi-
ously happen on another day. I think
this is a compromise that is worth-
while, and I am happy to support it.

I yield the floor. I see Senator KERRY
here, the original author of section 907.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I will
be very brief. I thank Senator SAR-
BANES for his strong commitment to
trying to balance this properly and for
his tenacity through the course of the
day. His leadership has been really su-
perb in helping to try to balance the
interests.

I thank Senator BROWNBACK for un-
derstanding what we have been trying
to achieve. As the original author of
907, obviously I am sensitive to the
change. But I completely understand
the circumstances in which we find
ourselves. These are changed cir-
cumstances. We need to respond, and
we need to respond thoughtfully.

My hope is that the amendment we
have put in that was just adopted a
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moment ago, which Senator MCCON-
NELL sponsored on our behalf, ade-
quately sets forth the balance we are
trying to strike so the long-term inter-
ests of peace and of the peaceful nego-
tiations, bringing people to the table
representing all parties’ interests, will
be respected.

I hope we have achieved that. Obvi-
ously, there is more to play out. We
will watch this very closely as we go
forward.

I thank Senator MCCONNELL for his
efforts today, and Senator SARBANES.
Hopefully, the balance we have tried to
achieve has been achieved.

I thank the Chair.
Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,

I am confident if the dispute between
Azerbaijan and Armenia is not settled
on some other day that the Senator
from Maryland and the Senator from
Massachusetts and I will be allies in
this fight on another day. I think for
today we have worked out a com-
promise which is acceptable to the ad-
ministration and which is acceptable
to Senator BROWNBACK and is the best
we can achieve at the moment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Madam President,
I thank my colleague from Massachu-
setts.

There is not a settlement of a long-
standing dispute between Armenia and
Azerbaijan. It is really an attempt for
us to be able to work to deal with ter-
rorism and work with the country we
need to work with in this case; that is,
Azerbaijan.

The language is being drafted very
carefully so that we can work in our
best interests in the United States
fighting terrorism with the assistance
of being able to land planes and to
house planes, and personnel being
treated in hospitals in Azerbaijan,
should we need to. Indeed, some of that
is taking place now. We have tried
carefully to pull that together without
touching the issue of peace talks which
need to proceed. I hope we can get a
final settlement of that sometime
soon.

Do we have time for a vote? If not,
we don’t need a recorded vote but a
voice, I hope.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment in the second degree, No. 1966.

The amendment (No. 1966) was agreed
to.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment in the first degree, as amended,
No. 1921.

The amendment (No. 1921), as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Madam President,
I move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1967

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I have one final amendment related to
the United States-Armenia relation-
ship that would provide some assist-
ance for Armenia. It has been approved
on both sides of the aisle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MCCON-

NELL] proposes an amendment numbered
1967.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 152 line 10, after the word ‘‘Appro-

priations’’ and before the period insert the
following: ‘‘:Provided further, That of the
funds appropriated by this paragraph, not
less than $600,000 shall be made available for
assistance for Armenia’’

On page 153 line 7, after the colon insert
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the
funds appropriated by this paragraph, not
less than $4,000,000 shall be made available
for assistance for Armenia’’.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no debate, the question is on agree-
ing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 1967) was agreed
to.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I move to reconsider the vote, and I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1968

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, we
have another amendment on behalf of
the Senator from Oregon, Mr. SMITH.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY],

for Mr. SMITH of Oregon, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 1968.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. . FEDERAL INVESTIGATION ENHANCE-

MENT ACT OF 2001.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be

cited as the ‘‘Federal Investigation Enhance-
ment Act of 2001.’’

(b) UNDERCOVER INVESTIGATIVE PRACTICES
CONDUCTED BY FEDERAL ATTORNEYS.—Sec-
tion 530 B (a) of title 28, United States Code,
is amended by inserting after the first sen-
tence, ‘‘Notwithstanding any provision of
State law, including disciplinary rules, stat-
utes, regulations, constitutional provisions,
or case law, a Government attorney may, for
the purpose of enforcing Federal law, provide
legal advice, authorization, concurrence, di-
rection, or supervision on conducting under-
cover activities, and any attorney employed
as an investigator or other law enforcement
agent by the Department of Justice who is
not authorized to represent the United

States in criminal or civil law enforcement
litigation or to supervise such proceedings
may participate in such activities, even
though such activities may require the use
of deceit or misrepresentation, where such
activities are consistent with Federal law.’’.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 1968) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT FACILITY

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I
would like to address the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Foreign Oper-
ations on the subject of the Global En-
vironment Facility, an organization
which for a number of reasons is vital
to the restoration and preservation of
our earth’s environment. The GEF
channels funding from over 30 nations
to help developing countries confront
the problems within their borders
which affect the global environment.
Traditionally, GEF’s focus has been on
global warming, biodiversity, inter-
national waters, and the ozone layer.

Recently, the GEF was given a crit-
ical new assignment. It is now the
funding mechanism to implement the
new international conservation on per-
sistent organic pollutants, or POPS,
which was signed by the United States
and other nations in June. Though long
banned in the U.S., these toxic chemi-
cals continue to be used in the devel-
oping world. They travel on air and
water currents and work their way up
the food chain into humans, particu-
larly native populations in northern
latitudes like Alaska. As the funding
mechanism for the POPS convention,
GEF will have a critical role in phasing
out their use.

I greatly appreciate the efforts of the
subcommittee chairman to provide
slightly more than the President’s re-
quest for the GEF this year. However,
I had been hopeful that the Congress
would be able to provide not only the
budget request, but significantly more
to pay off existing arrears. In June I
joined Senators CHAFEE, BIDEN, BINGA-
MAN, COLLINS, JEFFORDS, LIEBERMAN,
LUGAR, MURRAY, and SNOWE in writing
to the subcommittee leadership urging
the payment of a substantial amount
of our arrears.

Mr. LEAHY. I appreciate the support
of the Senator from Massachusetts for
our proposed increase over the Presi-
dent’s budget request for the GEF. I
agree that this is a vital organization.
GEF’s work gets at many of the inter-
national environmental problems
which simply cannot be fixed by the
U.S. or any nation acting alone, such
as global warming.

Poor nations which struggle to feed
and clothe their people simply do not
have the resources to devote to global
environmental problems. Yet if we do
not have a unified global approach to
these problems, we have little hope of
addressing them effectively. The GEF
funds worthy projects in 160 countries.
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Unfortunately, the United States has

lagged behind in meeting our obliga-
tions to the GEF. Since 1994, twice the
U.S. has pledged $107.5 million a year
to GEF. We are now in the final year of
the second replenishment, and our
total arrears stand at $203.9 million.
Our recommended appropriation this
year will make only a small dent in
that figure, but at least will not add to
them.

Mr. KERRY. I have been a part of
international environmental discus-
sions for a decade, and attended talks
not only in Kyoto but also in Rio de
Janeiro, Buenos Aires and The Hague.
During this time, I have watched ten-
sions grow between the developed and
developing world, which increasingly
views Western efforts to convince them
to adopt strict environmental stand-
ards as an effort to hold them down
economically. This concern is an im-
portant factor in the dispute over a
new round of world trade negotiations.
Cooperative efforts between developed
nations and the developing world
through organizations like the Global
Environmental Facility can bridge this
distrust.

Mr. LEAHY. I agree with the Sen-
ator. I am pleased that the Senate is
recommending a considerably higher
appropriation than the House for the
GEF, and I intend to work diligently to
persuade the House to agree to our
GEF number in conference. We must
get back on track and pay our arrears
to the GEF.

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Chairman.
This year’s appropriations debate coin-
cides with new discussions among GEF
members for a new replenishment, one
which must for the first time accom-
modate the new responsibility for im-
plementing POPS. Hence it’s critical
that the U.S. send a strong statement
that we remain committed to meeting
our obligations to the GEF.

AMERICAN COMPANIES DOING BUSINESS IN
COLOMBIA

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, we
often hear from American companies
whose investments in developing coun-
tries have gone sour. That is the risk of
doing business, and nobody disputes
that. But international arbitration was
created in order to mitigate the risks
of overseas investments and to avoid
depending on shaky legal institutions
in those countries. Arbitration has
been one of the principal building
blocks to the extraordinary growth in
international trade. It has brought in-
vestments to countries which would
have otherwise been considered too
risky because it gives investors and
sovereign nations an agreed-upon
mechanism to resolve disputes. Key to
its success is the agreement by all par-
ties that arbitration can only work if
it is binding.

It recently came to Senator MCCON-
NELL’S and my attention that at least
two American companies, Sithe and
Nortel, have participated in binding ar-
bitration to resolve disputes with the
Colombian Government. According to

information we have received, Sithe
and perhaps Nortel, we are told, com-
panies from Mexico and Germany, have
won awards through binding arbitra-
tion, only to have the Colombian Gov-
ernment renege on its commitment to
honor the arbitration decision.

We have not had an opportunity to
discuss these matters with the Colom-
bian Government, but if our informa-
tion is correct, that American compa-
nies have agreed to binding arbitration
and prevailed, only to have the Colom-
bian Government refuse to pay, that is
unacceptable. We want to help Colom-
bia’s economy develop in an environ-
ment where the rule of law is re-
spected. This is crucial to Colombia’s
future. If Colombia flaunts the rules of
the private market, it will have in-
creasing difficulty attracting private
investment because it cannot be trust-
ed.

Representatives of these companies
have urged us to withhold a portion of
U.S. assistance to Colombia until the
Colombian Government fulfills its
legal obligations to these companies.
We considered offering such an amend-
ment, because of the importance we
give to the fair treatment of American
companies, respect for the rule of law,
and the international arbitration proc-
ess. I ask unanimous consent that a
copy of our proposed amendment be
printed in the RECORD at the conclu-
sion of my remarks.

We decided not to offer the amend-
ment, because of the precedent it could
set. But we want to emphasize that re-
specting binding, internationally, sanc-
tioned arbitration is essential to the
investment that will ultimately be the
engine for Colombia’s economic devel-
opment. No amount of foreign assist-
ance can do that. The pattern of Co-
lombia’s apparent abuse of the inter-
national arbitration process is very
disturbing, and by conveying our con-
cern about it we mean to strongly en-
courage the Colombian Government to
act expeditiously to resolve these mat-
ters.

I know that both Senator MCCONNELL
and I will be following this issue close-
ly, and discussing it with the Colom-
bian Ambassador, the American Am-
bassador to Colombia, and the Depart-
ment of State, in the coming months.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Let me just add a
word or two to Senator LEAHY’S com-
ments. Few would disagree that Colom-
bia’s long term political and economic
development resides in its ability to
forge a lasting peace, establish the rule
of law, and attract foreign investment.
No service is done to the nation or the
people of Colombia when the Colom-
bian government refuses to recognize
the legitimacy of an arbitration award
to international businesses. The leader-
ship in Bogota should understand that
such action further erodes confidence
in the overall investment climate in
Colombia within the international
business community—and in foreign
capitals. It is my hope that the Colom-
bian government takes note of the

amendment Senator LEAHY and I con-
templated offering and initiates correc-
tive action in the very near future.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Madam President,
as the Senate considers the Foreign
Operations Appropriations bill for fis-
cal year 2002, I would like to take this
opportunity to discuss discrepancies
between the House and Senate versions
regarding funding for the Federal Re-
public of Yugoslavia (FRY).

I have strong reservations about cer-
tain language included by the House
Appropriations Committee in its report
accompanying H.R. 2506. In its report,
the House Committee recommends $145
million in funding for the FRY, of
which $60 million is to be provided to
Montenegro. I support at least $145 mil-
lion for the FRY, which is the amount
requested by the President. However, if
the House funding level stands for
Montenegro, with a population of just
600,000 people, which is one-thirteenth
the size of Serbia, it would receive
more than 40 percent of the total as-
sistance package for the FRY.

I do not believe Montenegro could
constructively absorb this much assist-
ance, and I am concerned about the im-
pact such a division of assistance for
the FRY would have on U.S. assistance
to Serbia. In my conversations with
State Department officials, they also
expressed strong reservations about
providing $60 million to Montenegro, as
they believe it is more than Monte-
negro can effectively absorb. The State
Department believes Montenegro
should not receive more than the $45
million recommended by the Senate,
and in fact, they believe that $35–40
million would be an appropriate
amount.

Given disturbing reports of official
corruption that have surfaced regard-
ing illicit activity in Montenegro, it is
particularly important that we are
able to fully account for the expendi-
ture of U.S. assistance there. Moreover,
if the House recommendation of $60
million prevails, U.S. assistance for the
Republic of Serbia could fall to $85 mil-
lion, which is significantly below the
$100 million we provided to Serbia in
fiscal year 2001.

As my colleagues are aware, signifi-
cant changes have taken place in the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia during
the past twelve months. On Friday Oc-
tober 5, 2001, marked the one-year an-
niversary of the fall of the Milosevic
regime and the beginning of a new,
democratic government. Since then,
the new leaders have made significant
strides in implementing political and
economic reforms. While there is still
much work to be done, it is critical
that we recognize the important
progress that has been made in the
past year. A cut in funding for Serbia
would send precisely the wrong mes-
sage. We want to support the Serb re-
formers, who took the courageous step
of arresting and transferring Slobodan
Milosevic to The Hague. We want to
encourage their continued cooperation
with the War Crimes Tribunal, as well
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as other democratic reforms and re-
spect for the rule of law.

When the conference committee
meets to reconcile the House and Sen-
ate versions of the foreign operations
bill for fiscal year 2002, I urge the Sen-
ate conferees to support the funding
levels for Serbia and Montenegro that
are recommended in the Senate bill.

I would appreciate knowing if the
chairman and ranking member of the
Foreign Operations Subcommittee
agree with me about this.

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, for
far too long, corruption has been al-
lowed to run rampant in Southeastern
Europe. Recent events have high-
lighted the citizens of Montenegro as
being among the most beleaguered by
the corruption of its government.

Montenegro is the beneficiary of a
proud, freedom loving people coura-
geously standing against the tyranny
of Slobodan Milosevic. However, they
have not been well served by their gov-
ernment, whose actions have undercut
United States assistance to Monte-
negro.

For example, the President of Monte-
negro purchases two luxury aircrafts,
during the Kosovo Crisis! Costing 26 to
30 million dollars or more, one plane
was a Lear Jet, and the other a Cessna
Citation X. President Djukanovic has
been flown in these planes at the very
same time the taxpayers of the United
States were making emergency cash
payments to help the Montenegrin
Government pay its pensions and en-
ergy bills.

The $26 million spent on aircraft
would have averted electricity power
shortages in Montenegro. These pur-
chases, by the way, were not reported
to the United States Government, the
Montenegrin Parliament which is now
investigating this matter, or, the citi-
zens of Montenegro.

It is now clear that the Government
of Montenegro was keeping two budg-
ets: one facilitated the flow of inter-
national assistance; the second appar-
ently served the personal interests of
senior government officials.

Since actions speak louder than
words, it is obvious that a premium
was placed on personal comfort of sen-
ior officials over legal reforms essen-
tial to rebuilding the Montengrin econ-
omy.

Last year the United States ear-
marked $89 million in foreign assist-
ance for fiscal year 2001 for Monte-
negro; plans are to dedicate about half
that much in fiscal year 2002.

Let me be clear, United States assist-
ance must never be permitted to be a
free ride for such officials. The citizens
of Montenegro fought Milosevic to the
very end. Now develops that, during
that time, they, and the United States,
were cheated by the government in
Podgorica.

The people deserve a responsible gov-
erning body that puts foreign assist-
ance into its economy not the pockets
of corrupt officials. The United States
deserves assurance that United States

assistance dollars are used for their in-
tended purpose.

Not one red cent should go to the
government of Montenegro unless and
until these planes have been fully ac-
counted for—and sold. In addition,
United States assistance to the Mon-
tenegrin government should be firmly
conditioned upon tangible progress to-
ward rooting out corruption and re-
introducing the rule of law.

The people of Montenegro deserve far
better than they have received from
their government and their President
Djukanovic.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I thank my friends
from Ohio and North Carolina for
bringing to the attention of the Senate
the important issue of assistance to
Serbia and Montenegro. The short an-
swer to Senator VOINOVICH’s inquiry is
that Senator LEAHY and I strongly sup-
port the funding levels for Serbia and
Montenegro that are recommended by
the Senate Appropriations Committee,
and that will be our position in the
Conference.

Those of us who closely follow devel-
opments in the Balkans appreciate the
many challenges that reformers in Ser-
bia and Montenegro face each day, and
we note the progress that has been
made in the past year alone. As Sen-
ators VOINOVICH and HELMS have stat-
ed, many challenges lie ahead, includ-
ing the need to address the troubling
and complex issues of corruption and
legal reform. I think we all agree that
America must be clear in our support
of these reform efforts. Senator LEAHY
and I believe that the carefully drafted
provisions in our bill, and the funding
levels we recommend, do just that.

Mr. LEAHY. I thank my friends for
their comments. This is an issue of
great importance to the Senate. In
crafting this bill, Senator MCCONNELL
and I had three principal objectives
with respect to the FRY. First, we
want to send a message to Serb reform-
ers that we strongly support their ef-
forts. We recommend $115 million for
Serbia in fiscal year 2002, a $15 million
increase in United States assistance
above last year. We have also provided
authority for debt relief for Serbia. We
were told by Serb finance officials and
our Treasury Department that this is a
top priority if Serbia is to attract new
foreign investment, which is the key to
Serbia’s future economic development.

Second, we want to make clear that
we expect to see continued cooperation
with the War Crimes Tribunal and re-
spect for the rule of law. While we fully
appreciate the courage of Serb officials
in arresting and transferring Milosevic
to The Hague in April, since then we
have seen little in the way of coopera-
tion with the Tribunal. We are also dis-
appointed that political prisoners con-
tinue to languish in Serb jails, even
though Serb officials have acknowl-
edged that they should be released. We
therefore include language similar to
last year, that links our assistance to
continued progress in these areas.

Finally, with respect to Montenegro,
we want to provide sufficient assist-

ance to convey our strong support for
Montenegro, and at the same time en-
sure a proper balance within the $115
million available for the FRY. Monte-
negro is making impressive strides in
reforming its economy, and we should
support that. The reports of corruption
are disturbing, and we need to ensure
that our assistance is not misused. Un-
fortunately, corruption is a region-
wide phenomenon, and we have empha-
sized to USAID and the State Depart-
ment that combating corruption
should be a key component of our as-
sistance relationship. Corruption cor-
rodes democracy, and the new leaders
of Montenegro and Serbia, and indeed
throughout the former Yugoslavia, will
pay a heavy price in the long run if
they ignore it.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I
rise to offer for the RECORD the Budget
Committee’s official scoring for H.R.
2506, the Foreign Operations, Export
Financing, and Related Programs Ap-
propriations Act for Fiscal Year 2002.

The Senate bill provides $15.524 bil-
lion in discretionary budget authority,
which will result in new outlays in 2002
of $5.580 billion. When outlays from
prior-year budget authority are taken
into account, discretionary, outlays for
the Senate bill total $15.149 billion in
2002. The Senate bill is at its Section
302(b) allocation for both budget au-
thority and outlays. Once again, the
committee has met its target without
the use of any emergency designations.

We have begun the 2002 fiscal year
without the Congress completing a sin-
gle appropriations bill. While extraor-
dinary events have contributed greatly
to this late start, it is time that the
Congress complete its work. Earlier
this month, the President reached
agreement with Senate and House ap-
propriators on a revised budget for
2002. The Congress must now expedi-
tiously provide funding that complies
with that bipartisan agreement.

I ask for unanimous consent that a
table diplaying the budget committee
scoring of this bill be inserted in the
RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

H.R. 2506, FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT FINANCING,
AND RELATED PROGRAMS APPROPRIATION ACT, 2002,
SPENDING COMPARISONS—SENATE REPORTED BILL

[In millions of dollars]

General
purpose Mandatory Total

Senate-reported bill:
Budget Authority .................. 15,524 45 15,569
Outlays ................................. 15,149 45 15,194

Senate 302(b) allocation: 1

Budget Authority .................. 15,524 45 15,569
Outlays ................................. 15,149 45 15,194

House-passed:
Budget Authority .................. 15,167 45 15,212
Outlays ................................. 15,080 45 15,125

President’s request:
Budget Authority .................. 15,169 45 15,214
Outlays ................................. 15,081 45 15,126

SENATE-REPORTED BILL
COMPARED TO:

Senate 302(b) allocation: 1

Budget Authority .................. 0 0 0
Outlays ................................. 0 0 0

House-passed:
Budget Authority .................. 357 0 357
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H.R. 2506, FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT FINANCING,

AND RELATED PROGRAMS APPROPRIATION ACT, 2002,
SPENDING COMPARISONS—SENATE REPORTED BILL—
Continued

[In millions of dollars]

General
purpose Mandatory Total

Outlays ................................. 69 0 69
President’s request:

Budget Authority .................. 355 0 355
Outlays ................................. 68 0 68

1 For enforcement purposes, the budget committee compares the Senate-
reported bill to the Senate 302(b) allocation.

Notes.—Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted
for consistency with scorekeeping conventions.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I
want to take a moment to speak brief-
ly about two interconnected issues—
the destruction of the world’s few re-
maining tropical forests, and the pres-
sures of population growth, poverty,
and development that is causing it.

The world’s few remaining tropical
forests, which are located in Indonesia,
Central Africa, and parts of South
America, are being cut down at a stag-
gering rate. Whether it is local farmers
scratching out a living by slash and
burn agriculture, or multinational tim-
ber or mining companies, experts pre-
dict that these irreplaceable eco-
systems will be completely gone in 15
to 20 years.

The forests are not just trees. They
are the habitat for the majority of the
Earth’s endangered species, from great
apes to insects, many of which we have
yet to identify. They are also the
source of many of the life-saving drugs
that are sold in America’s pharmacies
today, and who knows how many fu-
ture cures wait to be discovered from
rainforest plants.

They are home to the few remaining
groups of indigenous people who con-
tinue to live in much the same way as
they have for centuries, threatening no
one.

Development is widely regarded as
synonymous with progress. That is why
the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development has its name.
But it would be unforgivable if a dec-
ade or two from now the few remaining
virgin tropical forests were gone. It is
not simply a matter of planting new
trees. They are a complex web of spe-
cies.

There are many private homes in
Washington, DC that are worth more
than what it would cost to protect hun-
dreds of thousands of acres of virgin
rainforest in some African countries.
Yet we have difficulty finding a few
million dollars to do that.

Even worse, the United States is a
major consumer of timber stolen from
the forests of Indonesia, Africa and
South America. According to a recent
report, the U.S. imported over $300 mil-
lion in illegal timber from Indonesia
alone last year.

The international trade in illegal
timber is out of control. It is rampant.
It is accelerating, and it is driven by
greed, an insatiable demand, corrup-
tion, and the lack of effective strate-
gies and resources to address it. This

bill contains funds to increase our ef-
forts, but I would be the first to say is
not enough.

There are two ways to protect these
forests, and both are essential. One is
law enforcement. Many countries, like
Indonesia and Brazil have environ-
mental laws, but they are routinely
violated, including by those who are re-
sponsible for enforcing them.

In Indonesia, the military is deeply
involved in the illegal timber trade,
and I encouraged the White House to
discuss this with President Megawati
when she was in Washington recently.

The same is true in Cambodia and
the so-called ‘‘Democratic’’ Republic of
the Congo. The military trades protec-
tion for illegal loggers in exchange for
a slice of the profits. So cracking down
on this corruption is essential.

What also must be done is to provide
the people who live in the forests alter-
native sources of income and access to
family planning to reduce population
pressures on these fragile ecosystems.

As it is, they have no other way to
survive except by cutting the trees for
fuel or timber and killing the animals
for bush meat, which has become a
high priced delicacy.

Once the forests are gone, they will
have to abandon their homes, joining
the throngs of other impoverished peo-
ple migrating to urban slums—without
housing, without jobs, without health
care, without hope.

On the other hand, if they are made
to understand that the forest and the
animals can be a continuing source of
tourist income, then they become the
protectors of the forests.

We want USAID to expand its sup-
port for organizations and individuals
who have devoted their lives to pro-
tecting endangered species and the
tropical forests where they live.

In some countries, like Brazil, some
of the most courageous advocates for
the environment have been murdered,
presumably by the mining and timber
interests.

There is still time to stop this, but
only if we make it a priority. We have
to, because ten years from now will be
too late.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Madam President,
as the Senate considers the Foreign
Operations Appropriations Act for fis-
cal year 2002, I would like to take a few
minutes to address U.S. assistance to
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.

As many of my colleagues are aware,
I have taken a strong interest in issues
affecting Southeast Europe during my
time in the Senate. I have made many
trips to the region, most recently in
December of 2000 with my friend from
Pennsylvania Senator ARLEN SPECTER,
and I continue to meet with the re-
gion’s political, spiritual and commu-
nity leaders both in the United States
and during time abroad.

I have long recognized the desta-
bilizing influence that men such as
Slobodan Milosevic have had on the re-
gion and the broader European commu-
nity. The international community

witnessed the devastating influence of
this so-called leader during years of
violent conflict in the former Yugo-
slavia, and we continue to see evidence
of its affects in Kosovo and other parts
of the region.

While the Balkans have not been
without recent challenges, as dem-
onstrated by the situation in Mac-
edonia and continued violence and de-
struction in Kosovo and parts of Bos-
nia-Herzegovina, significant changes
have taken place in this part of the
world during the past year and a half.
The death of Franjo Tudjman in Cro-
atia in December of 1999 and the ouster
of the Milosevic regime in October of
2000 have removed major obstacles to
positive change in the region.

One year ago this month, I watched
with tremendous gratification when
the people of the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia went to the polls, and then
to the streets, to demonstrate their
support of democracy and their de-
nouncement of Milosevic.

Since my days as mayor of Cleveland
and Governor of the State of Ohio, I
have been an ardent supporter of demo-
cratic reformers in Serbia. I have long
admired the courage and determination
of many individuals who remained fo-
cused on a democratic future for Ser-
bia, whatever the odds, such as mem-
bers of the OTPOR student movement.

When I met with a group of these
young leaders following the election of
President Vojislav Kostunica and the
removal of Milosevic from power, they
told me that the feat we witnessed last
October would not have been possible
without the support and influence of
the United States.

Just a few weeks ago in my office in
the Hart building, I met with one of
the founders of the OPTOR student
movement, who is now a member of the
Serbian Parliament. Once focused on
removing Milosevic from power, he is
now intent on helping the government
to strength its democratic institutions
so that the FRY may better position
itself among Europe’s new democ-
racies. Without a doubt, the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia is a different
place today than it was one year ago.

When the Senate considered the for-
eign operations bill last year, we condi-
tioned U.S. assistance to Serbia after
March 31, 2001 on three conditions. In
order to receive continued non-human-
itarian assistance, the United States
had to certify that the Federal Repub-
lic of Yugoslavia was doing the fol-
lowing: First, cooperating with the
War Crimes Tribunal for the Former
Yugoslavia; next, taking steps to im-
plement the Dayton Accords; and fi-
nally, taking steps to implement poli-
cies reflecting the rule of law and re-
spect for human rights.

Given the importance of a demo-
cratic and stable government in the
FRY to the broader region and Europe
as a whole, I was pleased that the new
government was, in fact, making sig-
nificant progress in the areas outlined
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in the Foreign Operations Appropria-
tions Act for fiscal year 2001, thus al-
lowing President Bush and the Sec-
retary of State to grant certification
and allow non-humanitarian U.S. as-
sistance to the FRY to continue fol-
lowing the March 31 deadline.

Additionally, the FRY’s progress fa-
cilitated help from the World Bank and
the International Monetary Fund, and
the international community pledged
more than $1.2 billion for the country
during a donors’ conference sponsored
by the World Bank at the end of June.
Most recently, we have seen positive
developments in the FRY’s negotia-
tions with the Paris Club to reschedule
a portion of its debt.

The reforms took important action
in each of the three areas. Regarding
cooperation with the War Crimes Tri-
bunal for the Former Yugoslavia, we
all remember the dramatic scenes on
television during the days before
Slobodan Milosevic was transferred to
The Hague in the middle of the night.
It was a courageous and necessary step,
and I am pleased that the government
understood the necessity to doing so.

In efforts to implement policies re-
flecting the rule of law and respect for
human rights, perhaps the most signifi-
cant accomplishment demonstrating
the government’s actions involved its
work with the international commu-
nity to successfully resolve the situa-
tion in southern Serbia, without sig-
nificant international incident. In line
with the Dayton Agreement, the FRY
has reduced its military to military
ties with the Republic Srpska, and it
has indicated its commitment to elimi-
nate remaining ties and ensure trans-
parency of any dealings it might have
with the Republic Srpska in the future.

While we acknowledge the positive
things that have taken place during
the past twelve months, we must also
recognize the reality that is still work
that remain to be done. Of highest pri-
ority is the release of ethnic Albanian
prisoners who continue to remain in-
carcerated in Serbian jails. Moreover,
it is critical that the Government fur-
ther its cooperation with The Hague
War Crimes Tribunal. Certainly the
transfer of Milosevic was highly impor-
tant; at the same time, other indicated
war criminals remain at large in the
FRY, and every effort should be made
to work with The Hague Tribunal to
rid the country of those responsible for
past atrocities.

That being said, as the Federal Re-
public of Yugoslavia joins the ranks of
southeast Europe’s new democracies, I
believe it is important that we begin to
look beyond the conditions outlined in
the foreign operations appropriations
bill for fiscal year 2001, and work to
create an assistance program for the
FRY that is in line with our aid pro-
grams to other countries in the region.

Last October, when House and Senate
conferees considered the final version
of the fiscal year 2001 foreign oper-
ations spending bill. Vojislav
Kostunica had been in office just a few

short weeks. The status of Milosevic
was widely unknown. Given the nas-
cent state of the new government at
that time, I believe including language
allowing the United States flexibility
in its assistance program to the FRY,
should the new government have
moved in a direction contrary to U.S.
interests, was a reasonable thing to do.

However, in the year following final
consideration of last year’s foreign op-
erations appropriations bill, I believe
the reformers in the FRY have devel-
oped a position—though not perfect—
track record. While it is clear that ad-
ditional steps must be taken to further
cooperation with The Hague and imple-
mentation of the rule of law, I believe
we have solid evidence that the new
government is committed to moving
forward with reforms. If they fail to
make the progress they have promised,
we have many avenues from which to
demonstrate our displeasure.

As my colleagues are aware, the
State Department must notify Con-
gress before distributing U.S. funds
abroad. At that time, our Foreign Re-
lations Committee or Foreign Oper-
ations Subcommittee can withhold as-
sistance to any country abroad. Addi-
tionally, we may instruct U.S. rep-
resentatives to international organiza-
tions such as the World Bank and the
International Monetary Fund to with-
hold their support for programs bene-
fitting the FRY. Finally, if the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia does not act in
accordance with actions deemed to be
in their best interests by the United
States and other members of the inter-
national community, there is no doubt
in my mind that future U.S. support
will be terminated.

I appreciate the work that my col-
leagues on the Foreign Operations Sub-
committee have done in preparing the
Foreign Operations Appropriations Act
for fiscal year 2002. I recognize their ef-
forts to send a positive message to re-
formers in the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia by increasing the level of
assistance to Serbia to $115 million for
fiscal year 2002, which is $15 million
above the fiscal year 2001 level, and
providing $45 million for Montenegro.

Further, the committee has included
language in its report applauding the
work that has been done by reformers
in the FRY during the past year. I also
strongly support my colleagues’ deci-
sion to provide $28 million toward debt
relief for the FRY, and I was pleased to
join Senator LEAHY and Senator
MCCONNELL as a cosponsor of an
amendment authorizing that author-
ity.

While I support many provisions in
the bill, I am nonetheless concerned
that the same conditions on U.S. as-
sistance to the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia that were crafted in Octo-
ber 2000, just weeks after the change of
government, appear in the bill one year
later. It is my feeling that placing the
same conditions on U.S. assistance to
FRY now may send the wrong message
to the country’s reformers. While we

should continue to encourage progress
in the FRY, I believe placing the same
three conditions on U.S. aid to the
country year after year could be coun-
terproductive.

I will continue to work with my col-
leagues on the Foreign Operations Sub-
committee and the Foreign Relations
Committee during the next year re-
garding developments in the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia as our aid pro-
gram to the country evolves, with the
hope that we will be able to move be-
yond conditionality in years to come.

While it is important for the United
States to understand progress that is
made in the FRY, it is also imperative
that the leaders of the FRY understand
that the actions they take on the three
areas outlined in the Foreign Oper-
ations Appropriations Act for FY2001
will have a dramatic impact on wheth-
er or not the conditions are included in
next year’s bill.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President,
one of the most important provisions
in this legislation conditions assist-
ance to the Colombian Armed Forces
on improvements in human rights.

It is essential to ensure that U.S.
military aid does not contribute to
human rights abuses in Colombia. Alle-
gations of human rights violations by
military personnel there have de-
creased, but the State Department’s
2000 Country Report on Human Rights
Practices concluded that the Colom-
bian Government’s human rights
record ‘‘remained poor’’ and that ‘‘gov-
ernment security forces continued to
commit serious abuses, including
extrajudicial killings.’’

Many of us are particularly con-
cerned about persistent links between
the Colombian Armed Forces and ille-
gal paramilitary groups. On September
10, Secretary of State Powell included
the largest of these groups, known by
its acronym as the AUC, on the State
Department’s list of terrorist groups.
According to the State Department’s
Human Rights report, the Colombian
military has repeatedly reassured our
government ‘‘that it would not tolerate
collaboration’’ with such groups and
that ‘‘the army would combat para-
military groups.’’ However, the report
concludes that such links persist and
that ‘‘actions in the field were not al-
ways consistent with the leadership’s
positions.’’

The report says:
Members of the security forces collabo-

rated with paramilitary groups that com-
mitted abuses, in some instances allowing
such groups to pass through roadblocks,
sharing information, or providing them with
supplies or ammunition. Despite increased
government efforts to combat and capture
members of paramilitary groups, often secu-
rity forces failed to take action to prevent
paramilitary attacks. Paramilitary forces
find a ready support base within the military
and police, as well as among local civilian
elites in many areas.

A report recently released by Human
Rights Watch titled ‘‘The Sixth Divi-
sion: Military-Paramilitary Ties and
U.S. Policy in Colombia,’’ states that
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the Colombia military and police de-
tachments continue to promote, work
with, support profit from, and tolerate
paramilitary groups, treating them as
a force allied to and compatible with
their own.

Paramilitary groups continue to be
linked to most human rights violations
committed in Colombia, including mas-
sacres. The State Department’s Human
Rights report cites a sharp increase in
the number of victims of paramilitary
violence in the last year. Just two
weeks ago, a new and ruthless mas-
sacre was committed by the AUC in Co-
lombia. At least twenty-four men were
forced to lie on the ground and then
were executed one by one in cold blood.

Many of us are deeply concerned that
a majority of the armed forces per-
sonnel who collaborate with the para-
military organizations and who are re-
sponsible for human rights abuses are
not prosecuted effectively. According
to the State Department’s report, ‘‘im-
punity for military personnel who col-
laborated with members of para-
military groups remained common.’’
Although the Colombian government
claims to have dismissed more than 500
members of the military, the State De-
partment says that it does not know
how many were dismissed for collabo-
rating with illegal paramilitary
groups.

The conditions included in this legis-
lation are intended to address these
concerns. They require the Secretary
of State to certify that the Colombian
Armed Forces are suspending members
who have been credibly alleged to have
committed gross violations of human
rights, including extra-judicial
killings, or to have aided or abetted
paramilitary groups, and are providing
to civilian prosecutors and judicial au-
thorities requested information on the
nature and cause of the suspension.

The conditions require the Secretary
of State to certify that the Colombian
Armed Forces are cooperating with ci-
vilian prosecutors and judicial authori-
ties, including unimpeded access to
witnesses and relevant military docu-
ments and other information, in pros-
ecuting and punishing in civilian
courts members of the armed forces
who have been credibly alleged to have
committed gross violations of human
rights, including extra-judicial
killings, or to have aided or abetted
paramilitary groups.

Finally, the conditions require the
Secretary of State to certify that the
Colombian Armed Forces are taking ef-
fective steps to sever links, including
denying access to military intel-
ligence, vehicles, and other equipment
or supplies, ceasing other forms of ac-
tive or tacit cooperation with para-
military groups, and carrying out ex-
isting arrest warrants.

These conditions will help ensure
that U.S. assistance does not con-
tribute to human rights violations in
Colombia. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port these important provisions.

Another important provision is in-
tended to improve the lives of the Dalit
in India.

India’s 160 million Dalits, who are
also known as ‘‘untouchables,’’ suffer
severe hardship and face a unique form
of discrimination. As victims of eco-
nomic exploitation rooted in the caste
system, they are virtually excluded
from Indian society and endure some of
the worst health conditions in the
world. Dalits are born poor and land-
less and face discrimination at almost
every stage in life. Wages from their
jobs rarely provide enough income to
feed their families or educate their
children, and so the cycle of poverty
and illiteracy continues from genera-
tion to generation.

In rural areas, where sewer systems
are virtually non-existent, many Dalits
make their living cleaning human
waste. These workers, known as scav-
engers, use little more than a broom, a
tin plate and a basket, they clear
human waste from public and private
latrines, and carry the waste long dis-
tances in porous wicker baskets to dis-
posal sites. In urban areas, they often
work neck-deep in pits filled with
human waste and risk asphyxiation in
city sewers. Health conditions are ap-
palling. Nearly all of these workers are
women, and some are children.

A Dalit in India once described their
existence:

When we are working, they ask us not to
come near them. At tea canteens, they have
separate tea tumblers and they make us
clean them ourselves and make us put the
dishes away ourselves. We cannot enter tem-
ples. We cannot use upper-caste water taps.
We have to go one kilometer away to get
water. . . .

Dalit communities are frequently
punished for individual transgressions.
With little knowledge of their rights,
limited access to attorneys, and no
money for hearings or bail, they are
easy targets for criminal prosecution.
Police single out Dalit activists for
persecution and frequently abuse and
torture Dalit suspects.

While the Indian Constitution and
the 1955 Civil Rights Act abolished un-
touchability, and subsequent laws
allow for affirmative action, hiring
quotas and special training funds, dis-
crimination against Dalits continues
to flourish in Indian society. As the
great author of the Indian constitu-
tion—and Dalit—statesman Dr.
Ambedkar once said: ‘‘Mahatmas have
come, Mahatmas have gone but the Un-
touchables have remained as Untouch-
ables.’’

While there are many people of good-
will in India, discrimination and pov-
erty are widespread in the Dalit com-
munity. The foreign aid we provide to
India should contribute to easing the
hardship and misery suffered by this
community and to addressing the dis-
parity between Dalits and others in
India.

To advance this objective, a provi-
sion in this legislation requires the ex-
ecutive director of the World Bank to

vote against any water or sewage
project in India that does not prohibit
the use of scavenger labor. Precious
and limited resources should be used to
provide incentive to communities in
India to abolish this kind of labor and
to reward those that do so.

Additionally, the report accom-
panying the Senate bill highlights the
important role an organization called
the Navsarjan Trust in India is build-
ing a civil society in India by pro-
moting the rights of the Dalit commu-
nity. The report encourages AID to
provide funding for the Trust, which is
run by Martin Macwan, who received
the Robert F. Kennedy Human Rights
Award in 2000 for his work on behalf of
the Dalit.

Founded in 1989, the Navsarjan Trust
seeks to end discrimination against the
Dalit. Since it was founded, it has be-
come a highly respected force that fo-
cuses on five issues for the Dalit com-
munity: bringing about the land re-
forms promised fifty years ago in the
Indian Constitution, improving the
working conditions and wages of farm
workers, abolishing scavenger labor,
improving educational opportunities
for children, and reducing violence.
The Trust achieves its goals through
non-violent protest and the judicial
process. In eleven years, it has grown
to 187 full-time organizers and has a
presence in more than 2,000 villages. It
is widely viewed as one of the most ef-
fective Dalit advocacy groups in India
today, and it has filed a class action
suit to abolish manual scavenging.

Although our assistance program in
India is limited, the Navsarjan Trust
would be an important ally and a use-
ful way to help the Dalit community.
Supporting the trust will demonstrate
America’s commitment to ending the
discrimination faced by India’s Dalits.
I urge USAID to make funding avail-
able for the organization to advance its
worthwhile objections.

I commend the subcommittee chair-
man, Senator LEAHY, and the other
members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee for including these important
provisions to reduce the discrimination
faced by the Dalit community in India.
Senator LEAHY is an effective cham-
pion of human rights throughout the
world. I commend his leadership on
this issue, and I look forward to con-
tinuing to work with my colleagues in
Congress to improve the lives of the
Dalit community in India.

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I am
an enthusiastic supporter of robust
American engagement with the world,
and I believe current circumstances de-
mand such a presence. We must also re-
solve to back our commitment with
the financial resources to support the
range of our interests overseas. For
this reason, I am particularly dis-
appointed by the long list of
unrequested and unnecessary earmarks
in the FY 2002 Foreign Operations Ap-
propriations bill, which total $186.2
million. This figure represents $30 mil-
lion more than was contained in last
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year’s Foreign Operations bill for pro-
grams neither requested by the Admin-
istration nor authorized by Congress
through the regular, merit-based proc-
ess for allocating scarce resources.

It is the task of America’s leaders to
make the case for meaningful foreign
operations funding in the face of public
skepticism about the flow of American
tax dollars overseas. It is incumbent
upon those of us who serve in elective
office to uphold the bipartisan tradi-
tion of enlightened American leader-
ship around the world. In this era of
globalization, international affairs
touch the lives of average Americans in
unprecedented ways. And as we wage a
global campaign to purge from the
world the terrorist threat against our
very way of life, the assistance we pro-
vide to friendly governments and im-
poverished peoples across the globe
supports our ability to sustain an
international coalition to fight terror
and retain the popular goodwill nec-
essary to this task.

Unfortunately, the excessive and un-
warranted earmarks in this bill do not
inspire confidence that all our tax dol-
lars are being spent in a manner most
conducive to the advancement of our
shared national concerns. Indeed, it
may shock some Americans to know
that parochial interests, not the na-
tional interest, have driven a dis-
turbing proportion of the spending al-
locations contained in this bill.

Fragile allies suffering from civil un-
rest and economic decay will not be
helped by this bill’s provision of $2.3
million in ‘‘core support’’ for the Inter-
national Fertilizer Development Cen-
ter, or the report language’s rec-
ommendation of $4 million for its
work. Peanuts, orangutans, gorillas,
neotropical raptors, tropical fish, and
exotic plants also receive the commit-
tee’s attention, although it’s unclear
why any individual making a list of
critical international security, eco-
nomic, and humanitarian concerns
worth addressing would target these
otherwise meritorious flora and fauna.

The committee has disturbingly sin-
gled out for funding a laundry list of
American universities some with
multi-billion dollar endowments in
contravention of the usual merit-based
process of allocating scarce foreign as-
sistance dollars to the most worthy
causes. Although disappointing, it is
perhaps not surprising that there is a
correlation between the geographic lo-
cations of many of the universities tar-
geted for special treatment and the
home states of those on the Appropria-
tions Committee and members of the
Senate leadership. Those left out of
this correlation predicated on patron-
age rather than value to American na-
tional interests are, of course, the very
people we would like to help overseas,
and the programs of liberalization and
reform we would otherwise use the
money to encourage.

Given the unprecedented war we are
in, we should be redoubling our efforts
to target as many resources as possible

to win it. To this end, we should all
heed the words of Office of Manage-
ment and Budget Director Mitch Dan-
iels, who said, ‘‘Everything ought to be
held up to scrutiny. Situations like
this can have a clarifying benefit. Peo-
ple who could not identify a low pri-
ority or lousy program before may now
see the need.’’

America will go on, and we will con-
tinue to lead the world as only we can.
The security and prosperity of our peo-
ple demand it. Our wish to see our val-
ues flourish universally requires it. But
we are handicapping ourselves in refus-
ing, even in these times, to abandon
the parochialism that infected congres-
sional spending decisions long before
our compelling international respon-
sibilities provided us with a higher
calling. Perhaps some of this parochial
funding could be spent in a better way,
helping more people and further ad-
vancing the virtuous causes we aspire
to lead.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that the following documenta-
tion be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT FINANCING, AND

RELATED PROGRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002

BILL LANGUAGE

TITLE II—BILATERAL ECONOMIC
ASSISTANCE

Development Assistance:
The International Fertilizer Development

Center: provides $2,300,000 for core support.
The United States Telecommunications

Training Institute: provides $500,000 for sup-
port.

The American Schools and Hospitals
Abroad program: provides $19,000,000.

REPORT LANGUAGE

TITLE II—BILATERAL ECONOMIC
ASSISTANCE

The Gorgas Memorial Institute Initiative
for Tuberculosis Control: Committee rec-
ommends $2,000,000.

Iodine Deficiency/Kiwanis: Committee rec-
ommends that AID provide at least $2.5 mil-
lion to Kiwanis International through
UNICEF.

Helen Keller Worldwide, the International
Eye Foundation, and others: Committee ex-
pects USAID to provide $1.3 million.

Helen Keller Worldwide-initiated programs
to aid the visually impaired in Vietnam and
Cambodia: committee urges USAID to ex-
pand funding for similar programs.

Population Media Center: Committee sup-
ports.

International Medical Equipment Collabo-
rative: urges AID to consider for funding.

Mobility International USA: recommends
AID consider support for up to $300,000.

Women’s Campaign International: Com-
mittee recommends $600,000.

Vital Voices Global Partnership: Com-
mittee recommends $100,000.

American Schools and Hospitals Abroad:
Committee has provided not less than $19
million and expects USAID to allocate funds
for Operating Expenses. The following are
specified as deserving further support: Leba-
nese American University, International
College, the Johns Hopkins University’s Cen-
ters in Nanjing and Bologna, the Center for
American Studies at Fudan University,
Shanghai, the Hadassah Medical Organiza-

tion, the American University of Beirut, and
the Feinberg Graduate School of the
Weizmann Institute of Science.

Patrick J. Leahy War Victims Fund: Com-
mittee expects $12 million be made available
to support the fund’s work.

United States Telecommunications Train-
ing Institute: Committee has provided not
less than $500,000.

International Executive Service Corps:
Committee recommends $5 million to sup-
port additional work by the IESC.

American University of Beirut: Committee
urges AID to fund this program.

Sustainable Harvest International: Com-
mittee urges AID to provide $100,000.

U.S./Israel Cooperative Development Pro-
gram and Cooperative Development Re-
search Program: Committee supports fund-
ing.

World Council of Credit Unions: Com-
mittee recommends up to $2 million.

Protea Germplasm: requests AID to fund a
joint South Africa-U.S. conference on sus-
taining the protea industries in South Africa
and United States.

International Fertilizer Development Cen-
ter: Committee recommends $4 million for
the core grant and research and development
activities.

Biodiversity Programs: Committee expects
AID to provide $100 million to enhance bio-
diversity in marine environments.

Pacific International Center for High
Technology Research: Committee rec-
ommends $500,000 to initiate a demonstration
program on sustainable renewable energy
systems.

Tropical Fish and Plant Global Market:
Committee urges funding by AID.

Parks in Peril: Committee continues
strong support for the program.

Foundation for Security and Stability:
Committee recommends $2.5 million.

The Peregrine Fund: Committee rec-
ommends $500,000 for the Neotropical Raptor
Center.

Dian Fossey Gorilla Fund International:
Provides $1.5 million to support the fund and
the center.

Orangutan Foundation: Expects provision
of $1.5 million to support such organizations.

International Project WET: encourages
AID to support the project’s efforts.

Soils Management Collaborative Research
Support Program: Recommends $3 million
for ongoing activities and initiate work on
carbon storage.

Peanut Collaborative Research Support
Program: Committee recommends that AID
increase funding for this program.

University Programs: Committee rec-
ommends AID and/or the Department of
State consider proposals for funding by the
following organizations: Africa-America In-
stitute, Alliance of Louisiana Universities,
Atlanta-Tbilisi Partnership, City University,
Columbia University, Connecticut State Uni-
versity System, Dakota Wesleyan Univer-
sity, Dartmouth Medical School, DePaul
University College of Law—includes Arab-
Israeli discussion on arms control and Inter-
American Commission of Women and the
Inter-American Children’s Institute, EARTH
University, Florida Agricultural and Me-
chanical University, Florida International
University, Green Mountain College, Iowa
State University—includes International
Women in Science and Engineering Program
and support to the International Institute of
Theoretical and Applied Physics, Histori-
cally Black Colleges, John Hopkins Univer-
sity, Kansas State University, La Roche Col-
lege, Louisiana State University—includes
LSU/Latin American Commercial Law
project and International Emergency Train-
ing Center, Loyola University, Marquette
University, Mississippi State University,
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Montana State University Billings,—in-
cludes development of an online Master of
Health Administration Degree Program and
expanded programs in international busi-
ness, St. Michael’s College, St. Thomas Uni-
versity, South Dakota State University—in-
cludes International Arid Lands Consortium
and food security in Central Asia, Temple
University, Tufts University, University of
Alaska, University of Arkansas Medical
School, University of Dayton, University of
Illinois—Chicago, University of Indianapolis,
University of Iowa, University of Kentucky,
University of Louisville—includes partner-
ship with Rand Afrikaans University, pro-
gram in Georgia, and collaborative research
program on plant materials in Philippine
rain forest, University of Miami, University
of Mississippi, University of Nebraska Med-
ical Center, University of New Orleans, Uni-
versity of Notre Dame, University of North-
ern Iowa—includes, Orava Project Global
Health Corps program, and Russo-American
Institute of Mutual Understanding, Univer-
sity of Rhode Island, University of San Fran-
cisco, University of South Alabama, Univer-
sity of Vermont, University of Vermont Col-
lege of Medicine, Utah State University—in-
cludes establishment of a College of Agri-
culture of Jenin and World Irrigation Ap-
plied Research and Training Center,
Vermont Law School, Yale University, and
Western Kentucky University.

Bridge Fund in Tibet: Committee supports
this project.

Joslin Diabetes Center: Committee encour-
ages AID to support.

Galilee Society and Arava Institute for En-
vironmental Studies: urges the Administra-
tion to consider funding.

School for International Training’s Con-
flict Transformation Across Cultures Pro-
gram: Committee believes funding is needed.

Care for Children International, Romania:
encourages AID to support.

American Bar Association: Requests AID
to consider providing $500,000 to develop
international database of ongoing legal re-
form efforts.

North Dakota-Turkmenistan Health Part-
nership and others: Committee supports.

Eurasian Medical Education Program of
the American College of Physicians: Com-
mittee requests to be consulted on future
funding.

Primary Health Care Initiative of the
World Council of Hellenes: Recommends $2
million.

United States-Ukraine Foundation: sup-
ports funding.

American Academy in Tbilisi: recommends
an increased level of funding.

Georgia: Provides not less than $3 million
for a small business development project.

Total: $186,200,000.
Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, I am

heartened by the amount of coopera-
tion I have witnessed among my Sen-
ate colleagues and the expeditious way
they have addressed our national secu-
rity concerns in the wake of the ter-
rorist attacks of September 11. The
passage of the Airline Security and
Anti-Terrorism bills will give the ad-
ministration necessary tools to combat
terrorism here at home. Whether the
anthrax attacks of last week on our
Nation’s Capitol prove to be connected
to Al Qaeda, it is certain that the at-
tempt to bring our government to a
standstill has failed. To be sure, the
quarters here have been cramped but
our commitment to work together has
not been affected. Our thoughts and
prayers go out to the families of the

postal workers who lost their lives this
week, but this sad chapter only
strengthens our resolve to find the cul-
prits of these heinous acts and bring
them to justice.

I commend the administration for its
success in forming an international co-
alition on such short notice. The Presi-
dent’s visit to Shanghai last week, and
Secretary Powell’s visit to India, were
fruitful in getting us needed support
from the two most populous countries
in the world. I join the President in ad-
monishing all nations who want to be a
part of the civilized world to either
side with us, or side with the terrorists.
The time to be lukewarm is gone; we
need to draw a line in the sand. I be-
lieve we are entering into a ‘‘New Cold
War,’’ where the stakes are no less
grave than they were in the cold war of
the twentieth century. The fight
against radical Islam, like the fight
against communism, is a fight to pre-
serve the republican ideals that made
our Nation so great. May we look to
President Reagan and the example he
set for American courage and Amer-
ican resolve to win in this ‘‘New Cold
War’’.

Many of my colleagues on the Appro-
priations Committee know that I am
not a big fan of foreign aid, particu-
larly when there are many vital
projects that deserve attention here at
home. The Foreign Operations Appro-
priations bill has many flaws, the
worst of which has incited a Presi-
dential veto threat due to provisions
that would allow federal funding for
international family planning organi-
zations that perform abortions over-
seas. American taxpayer dollars should
not be used to subsidize groups that do
not respect the life of the unborn. This
sends the wrong message to our chil-
dren and cheapens the value of life.
Other flaws include the onerous certifi-
cation requirements that the adminis-
tration must fulfill in order to assist in
the rebuilding of vital infrastructure
that we destroyed in Yugoslavia during
the Kosovo war. Yugoslavia has made
tremendous strides towards democracy,
as can be witnessed by the free and fair
elections that peacefully removed the
Milosevic regime. Rather than further
harm the Yugoslav people who are in
need of such basic things as clean
water, and heating for the coming win-
ter months, we should allow the admin-
istration to grant assistance as it sees
fit in this area.

I also have a problem with a bill that
is over a half a billion dollars larger
than last year, but is over $160 million
below the funding level requested by
the administration for programs to
curb illicit narcotics trafficking in the
Andean region. How can we justify a
spending increase of this magnitude at
the expense of important programs
that help to prevent the flow of illegal
drugs into this country? Where is this
increase in spending going?

Despite these flaws, however, the
events over the past 6 weeks have un-
derstandably changed Americans’ out-

look on international affairs, and our
need to stay engaged. I recognize the
responsibility the United States has in
leading the fight to defend democracy
and Western Civilization and, as such,
the United States must remain in-
volved in the international arena. This
is not the time to isolate ourselves.
The administration must have a com-
plete arsenal at its disposal for the war
against terrorism, and that includes
having the ability to use foreign aid as
a means to reward and reinvest in
those nations who actively support us
in this fight. Therefore, I will support
the passage of this bill on condition
that its most grave flaws be remedied
in conference with the House. However,
should the conference report be sent to
the Senate floor ‘‘unremedied,’’ I will
be forced to consider opposing the re-
port and urging my colleagues to do
likewise.

Lastly, as a complement to the ongo-
ing efforts to strengthen our national
security, I urge the speedy passage of a
revamped Intelligence Authorization
bill that will give our intelligence com-
munity the capability it needs not to
not only streamline the gathering and
sharing of information among various
agencies, but to have the discretion to
act on that information as well. Our
agents in the field should not be more
worried about getting reprimanded for
the methods they use in collecting in-
formation, than they should about en-
suring the safety of our Nation.

I would also like to reiterate the im-
portance to our national security of
passing an energy bill that will allow
us to explore other sources of energy
domestically. As the prospects of a
widened war in the Middle East be-
comes more likely, it is crucial that we
take steps now to wean ourselves away
from foreign sources of oil. We cur-
rently consume up to 700,000 barrels of
oil a day from Iraq alone. If the Amer-
ican people are worried about the state
of the economy now, just wait until we
have a real energy crisis, and we will
all see the economy go into a tailspin.

The eyes of the free world look to us
for direction. We must not fail them.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I
thank the ranking member, Senator
MCCONNELL, for his support and co-
operation throughout this process. He
has been a partner in writing the bill,
in resolving the amendments, and I
value his friendship and his advice.

I also commend the staff, for all their
work. In particular, I recognize Paul
Grove, who took over as the Repub-
lican clerk for the Foreign Operations
Subcommittee earlier this year. Paul
has quickly learned the appropriations
process and has been a pleasure to
work with.

In addition, Mark Lippert, the new
deputy clerk on the Democratic side,
has done an outstanding job.

Jennifer Chartrand, who has been a
professional staff member for the Ap-
propriations Committee for several
years, provided essential advice and
support to my staff. She was indispen-
sable.
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I thank Tara Magner of my Judiciary

Committee staff, and J.P. Dowd, my
legislative director, for their help dur-
ing floor consideration of this bill.

I recognize Tim Rieser, the Demo-
cratic clerk for the subcommittee, for
all his help.

And I thank Dakota Rudesill, staff
member for the Budget Committee,
who provided excellent and very help-
ful advice during floor consideration of
this bill.

Finally, as always, we owe a debt to
Billy Piper, on Senator MCCONNELL’s
staff. Billy came in at crucial times to
resolve a number of important issues.

That completes action on the For-
eign Operations bill for fiscal year 2002.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I
know of no other amendments.

I ask unanimous consent that with
respect to H.R. 2506, the foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill, upon the
disposition of all amendments, the bill
be read a third time and the Senate
vote on passage of the bill; that upon
passage, the Senate insist on its
amendments, request a conference with
the House on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses, and the Chair be au-
thorized to appoint conferees on the
part of the Senate, with the above oc-
curring with no intervening action or
debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask

for the yeas and nays on final passage.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.

CANTWELL). Is there a sufficient sec-
ond?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on the engrossment of the
amendments and third reading of the
bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read the
third time.

The bill was read a third time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill

having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill pass?

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Louisiana (Ms. LANDRIEU) is
necessarily absent.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. KYL) is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 96,
nays 2, as follows:

[Roll Call Vote No. 312 Leg.]

YEAS—96

Akaka
Allard
Allen
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden

Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bunning
Burns

Campbell
Cantwell
Carnahan
Carper
Chafee
Cleland
Clinton

Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Corzine
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
Dayton
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Ensign
Enzi
Feingold
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin

Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Lott
Lugar
McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Miller
Murkowski
Murray
Nelson (FL)

Nelson (NE)
Nickles
Reed
Reid
Roberts
Rockefeller
Santorum
Sarbanes
Schumer
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stabenow
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—2

Byrd Graham

NOT VOTING—2

Kyl Landrieu

The bill (H.R. 2506) was passed.
(The bill will be printed in a future

edition of the RECORD.)
Mr. REID. Madam President, I move

to reconsider the vote.
Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to lay that

motion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the Senate insists
on its amendment, requests a con-
ference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses, and
the Chair appoints. Mr. LEAHY, Mr.
INOUYE, Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
DURBIN, Mr. JOHNSON, Ms. LANDRIEU,
Mr. REED of Rhode Island, Mr. BYRD,
Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. SPECTER, Mr.
GREGG, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. BENNETT, Mr.
CAMPBELL, Mr. BOND, and Mr. STEVENS
conferees on the part of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky is recognized.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I want to take this opportunity to
thank the staff of my good friend from
Vermont, Senator LEAHY, with whom
we have worked on this bill for these
many years. They are Tim Rieser,
Mark Lippert, and J.P. Dowd. I also ex-
tend my thanks to Jennifer Chartrand,
Billy Piper of my personal staff, and
Paul Grove, who replaced my long-time
staffer, Robert Cleveland of the For-
eign Operations Subcommittee. He has
done a superb job with his first bill. I
thank them all from the bottom of my
heart.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader is recognized.
Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I

compliment the distinguished chair-
man and ranking member for their ex-
cellent work. This is not an easy bill.
Oftentimes, it is one that keeps us oc-
cupied for days, if not weeks. I thank
them for their leadership, and I am
very grateful for the fact that we were
able to get this bill done.

Also, I thank the distinguished Sen-
ator from Vermont, Senator LEAHY, for

his work on the global AIDS matter.
Were it not for him, we would not have
had the additional resources that are
so critical right now, this year, from
this country. He did an outstanding job
in that regard, too. While he is not on
the floor at the moment, I thank him
personally for all of his work.

As I announced earlier, it is our in-
tention to take up the
counterterrorism legislation. It has
now passed in the House. We have had
a good debate in the Senate. I would
like to proceed with a unanimous con-
sent request that would accommodate
a good deal of debate again on a bill. I
know there may be a colloquy in-
volved. Let me proceed with the unani-
mous consent request, and I ask the co-
operation of all Senators. I will pro-
pound the request now.

f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 3162

Mr. DASCHLE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that at 10 o’clock Thursday, Octo-
ber 25, the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of H.R. 3162, the
counterterrorism bill; that no amend-
ments or motions be in order to the
bill, except a motion to table the mo-
tion to reconsider the vote on final pas-
sage of the bill; that there be 5 hours
and 10 minutes for debate, with the
time controlled as follows: 90 minutes
each for the chairman and ranking
member of the Judiciary Committee,
or their designees; 10 minutes each,
controlled by Senators LEVIN and
WELLSTONE; 20 minutes under the con-
trol of Senator SARBANES; 60 minutes
under the control of Senator FEINGOLD;
15 minutes under the control of Sen-
ator GRAHAM of Florida; 15 minutes
under the control of Senator SPECTER;
that upon the use or yielding back of
time, the bill be read the third time,
the Senate then vote on final passage
of the bill, with this action occurring
with no further intervening action or
debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WYDEN. Reserving the right to
object, Madam President, I thank the
distinguished majority leader for giv-
ing me this opportunity. He and I have
discussed at length the concern that I
have that is shared by Senator SMITH
of Oregon. I want to take a minute or
two to describe what is so important to
us and have a discussion briefly with
the distinguished majority leader.

In my home State of Oregon, we have
not been able to do a covert investiga-
tion into dangerous criminal activity
such as terrorism in more than a year.
The hands of our prosecutors are tied.
Senator Smith and I, along with a
number of other colleagues and pros-
ecutors, believe very strongly that it is
critically important as part of this
antiterrorism effort that we allow the
prosecutors to go forward and do wire-
taps, stings, and essentially undercover
operations. We have not been able to
get such a provision into this
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antiterrorism legislation because of
the work of the House.

Senator DASCHLE has been exception-
ally supportive, as have Senator HATCH
and Senator LEAHY. The Senate is
united on this matter. The Senate has
agreed in its entirety. For reasons that
are inexplicable to this Member of the
Senate, the House has been unwilling
to untie the hands of Federal prosecu-
tors in my home State.

The question then is: Why should
every Senator care about what is hap-
pening in the State of Oregon? The rea-
son I feel so strongly about this is that
if we learned one thing on September
11, it is that if the terrorists get sanc-
tuary anywhere, Americans are in
trouble everywhere because we saw on
September 11 the terrorists set up shop
in New Jersey, they set up shop in
Florida, and they ended up murdering
Americans in New York City and in the
Pentagon and in Pennsylvania.

As a result of the work that was done
on the foreign operations appropria-
tions legislation, again, to the credit of
Senator DASCHLE, Senator LEAHY, and
Senator SMITH, Senator LEAHY added
the original bill that I authored. Sen-
ator SMITH and I have teamed up on
this, and it is now in the foreign oper-
ations appropriations legislation that
passed this body.

What is different tonight and why I
am not objecting is that the White
House has now indicated for the first
time that they will support in the for-
eign operations appropriations legisla-
tion what Senator SMITH and I have
crafted.

We have also been able to, in discus-
sions with Senator DASCHLE, have an
opportunity to let him discuss his
views on it. He has renewed his com-
mitment to me that we will have the
united support of the Senate on the
foreign operations appropriations bill,
and if, in fact, the House junks this on
the foreign operations appropriations
bill in spite of the administration’s ef-
fort, Senator DASCHLE, to his credit,
has renewed his support for this effort
and has been kind enough to give me
this time to state my reservation.

I would like to have him briefly de-
scribe his views on this matter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I
say to both my colleagues from Oregon
how much we appreciate their extraor-
dinary efforts. I do not know of many
pieces of legislation that pass unani-
mously not once but twice, and not
only twice but within a matter of
weeks. But that is the case.

This legislation passed unanimously
as an amendment to the
counterterrorism bill. This amendment
has just now been passed unanimously
as part of the foreign operations appro-
priations bill. That would not have
happened were it not for their tenacity
and their decisive leadership. I am
grateful to them, first of all, for their
willingness to continue to pursue this
effort until they are successful.

I was involved in these discussions
and negotiations with our colleagues
from the House as we negotiated the
various pieces. There were various rea-
sons this legislation was not kept as
part of the counterterrorism legisla-
tion, but I will tell my colleagues what
I have said publicly: We will continue
to pursue this; we will continue to per-
sist until this becomes law.

As the Senator from Oregon has
noted, the White House indicated they
are prepared to join us in that effort.
With that additional assistance, with
those assurances, we are in a much
stronger position now than we have
been at any time in recent months to
ensure our success. But if for whatever
reason we are not successful, this will
come back again and again, and we will
continue to send it to the House again
and again until it is done successfully.

I am confident we will complete our
work successfully on this amendment.
I am confident that with their partner-
ship and the effort they have already
made, we will be successful. I will
pledge my support, and I know Senator
LEAHY feels every bit as strongly as I
do. We will work in concert with them
to ensure the maximum level of suc-
cess as we go into conference on the
foreign operations appropriations bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Reserving the
right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Madam Presi-
dent, I say to the majority leader, I
will not object, but I want to be in-
cluded in the colloquy and be entirely
supportive of my colleague, Senator
WYDEN. I want to state publicly for the
record, Senator WYDEN and I began
working on this issue together in great
earnest this last weekend because it
was apparent that the good bill we had
passed to the House was coming back
as something less than that bill.

Because of the unique circumstances
described by Senator WYDEN, every
American should know that the bill we
are about to pass tomorrow puts a
stake in Oregon that says Oregon is
open for business to terrorism. That is
a stake we want to pull out because
right now no undercover work is going
on in Oregon for a whole variety of un-
usual reasons. That is where it is, and
that must be fixed, or every American
should know that the bill we will pass
tomorrow is an illusion until it in-
cludes all 50 States.

In my State, whether it is environ-
mental terrorism, child pornography,
drug runners, methamphetamine pro-
ducers, or al-Qaida terrorist groups,
they are finding aid and comfort from
the absence of law enforcement when it
comes to undercover activities. That
must end or we are kidding the Amer-
ican people.

I thank the majority leader for his
commitment. I thank Senator LOTT
and the managers of this bill for their
commitment, and I say for the record,

I have the assurances of Carl Rove with
the White House, John Ashcroft in Jus-
tice, and I am awaiting a call from the
Speaker of the House to work in ear-
nest to get this resolved quickly so
that we can in good faith face the
American people and say: We have
passed a terrorism bill that includes all
Americans. But right now, it does not
include Oregonians.

I yield to my colleagues.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon.
Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, if I

may continue briefly on my reserva-
tion, Senator SMITH has summed it up
very well. At this point in the State of
Oregon, there are no wiretaps; there
are no sting operations; you cannot in-
filtrate dangerous criminal groups no
matter how dastardly their plans. We
are not talking about some kind of ab-
stract proposition.

The bill that is going to be passed to-
morrow is essentially a bill that deals
with terrorism in 49 States. As I say, it
just seems to me once you allow a
sanctuary, a launch pad for terrorist
groups anywhere, everyone is at risk.
What is different tonight is we have
been able to secure a commitment
from the White House.

The majority leader, as is his tradi-
tion, has worked very closely with me
and has made a similar commitment to
Senator Smith, and tonight—and I will
say this is very hard for this Member of
the Senate to do because I think the
people of my home State are going to
be at risk tonight—but because of the
commitment we have secured from the
majority leader—and it is a renewed
commitment; again and again he has
been in these meetings fighting to
change the McDade law and give our
prosecutors the tools to deal with this
problem.

With the new commitment tonight
from the White House and with the
continued commitment and assurance
of the majority leader tonight, I with-
draw my reservation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I
thank both of my colleagues from Or-
egon for their willingness to work with
us. I have already said how strongly I
feel about this matter, and the passion
expressed by both Senators from Or-
egon I think is a clear indication of
their determination to see this through
to ultimate success. We will see suc-
cess. I am grateful to them tonight.

f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 2330

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that upon dis-
position of H.R. 3162, the Appropria-
tions Committee be discharged from
consideration of H.R. 2330, the Agri-
culture appropriations bill; that the
Senate then proceed to its consider-
ation; that immediately after the bill
is reported, the majority manager, or
his designee, be recognized to offer the
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Senate-committee-reported bill as a
substitute amendment; that the sub-
stitute amendment be agreed to; that
the motion to reconsider be laid upon
the table; that the amendment be con-
sidered as original text for the purpose
of further amendment; and that no
points of order be considered waived by
this agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. I have had a number of
questions asked today. It is my under-
standing we are going to try to com-
plete the counterterrorism bill tomor-
row and also go to the Agriculture ap-
propriations bill tomorrow. Is that
right?

Mr. DASCHLE. The Senator from Ne-
vada is correct. It is my hope once we
have completed the counterterrorism
bill, we could immediately begin de-
bate on the Ag appropriations bill, and
if it is possible to complete our work
tomorrow night, it is my intention to
have no votes on Friday.

Obviously, if we are unable to com-
plete our work Thursday night, then
there would have to be votes on Friday
because we need to finish this bill.
That would be the possibility, that if
we complete our work, it would be my
intention not to have votes on Friday.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware.
Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, while

the majority leader is in the Chamber,
I ask unanimous consent that I be able
to proceed as in morning business for 5
minutes and have his attention for the
first 60 seconds of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT
Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, I rise

today to clarify a matter that has been
somewhat taken out of context. I know
my good friend, the majority leader,
was asked this morning about com-
ments the Senator from Delaware al-
legedly made speaking to the New
York Council on Foreign Relations,
which surprised me the question was
asked.

I was informed that a high-ranking
Republican on the House side put out a
statement—and I am sure he did not
understand the context—suggesting I
implied Americans were high-tech bul-
lies who were bombing Afghanis, and
we should be fighting on the ground
and not bombing.

I want to assure my friend from
South Dakota, in his response to the
question, he was correct. I did not say
anything like that. I will read from the
transcript from the New York Council
on Foreign Relations speech.

I was asked by a gentleman, whose
name I will not put in the—well, his
name is Ron Paul, whom I do not
know, who says: I concur with every-
body else in commending you on your
comments, and he goes on.

Then he says: With regard to the
bombing, every day it goes on the hard-
er it may be for us to do something
next, referring to rebuilding Afghani-
stan. He said: What do you see as the
situation if we do not defeat the
Taliban in the next 4 weeks and winter
sets in in Afghanistan?

The context of the question was, Is it
not a hard decision for the President to
have to choose between bombing,
knowing it will be unfairly used for
propaganda purposes by radical Mus-
lims in that area of the world, and
bombing to make the environment
more hospitable for American forces to
be able to be successful on the ground?

I said it was a hard decision. The
question was repeated, and my answer
was: I am not a military man—I will
read this in part.

The part that I think flies in the face of
and plays into every stereotypical criticism
of us——

Referring to the radical Muslims,
that part of the world that is rad-
ical——

is we’re this high-tech bully that thinks
from the air we can do whatever we want to
do, and it builds the case for those who want
to make the case against us that all we’re
doing is indiscriminately bombing innocents,
which is not the truth.

So I want the majority leader to
know, and I am sure when the gen-
tleman on the House side sees the com-
ments, he will be able to put it in the
proper perspective because the irony is
anyone who has been in the Senate
knows I was the first, most consistent,
and the last calling for the United
States to bomb in Bosnia, bomb in
Kosovo, use the full force of our air
power.

I have been around long enough to
know unless someone stands up and
clarifies something, it can get out of
hand very quickly.

I thank my colleague for his response
this morning to the press and for his
faith in his chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee. I assure him, in
this case at least, it was well placed.

I ask unanimous consent that my en-
tire speech—which I would not ordi-
narily do because it is my own speech—
to the Council on Foreign Relations be
printed in the RECORD, along with the
question and answers that follow.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[Remarks By Joseph R. Biden, Jr., United
States Senator—Delaware]

FROM TRAGEDY TO OPPORTUNITY: ACTING
WISELY IN A TIME OF UNCERTAINTY

(Council on Foreign Relations, New York
City, October 22, 2001, (As Prepared))

When I accepted this invitation I expected
to be talking about the ABM treaty, about
our military priorities in the context of an
evaporating budget surplus, or about missile
defense versus the more urgent threats we
could face—and now, in fact, do face.

I thought the questions I might be asked
would be about strategic doctrine, about re-
lations with traditional adversaries like Rus-
sia and China, and whether the Yankees will
win another World Series.

I certainly did not, for one instance, think
we’d be here today wondering about our
short-and long-term goals in a war against
terrorism: Will we succeed? How long will it
take? What constitutes victory?

But those are, in fact, the questions facing
the United States, and, I confess, they’re not
easy to answer.

First, our immediate goal is to cut off the
head of Al Qaeda, break up the network,
leave them no safe haven. That means the
removal of Osama bin Laden, Mullah Omar,
and the Taliban leadership.

I don’t know how long it will be before the
regime is toppled. I wouldn’t want to guess.
But the handwriting is on the wall. They’ve
lost the support of their key sponsors and
are essentially isolated. But some of these
sponsors may need reminding that they’ve
got to make a clear break with the past, and
we should not hesitate to spell that out.

After Al Qaeda and the Taliban fall, and—
to use the phrase of the day—we drain the
swamp, the medium-term goal is to roll up
all Al Qaeda cells around the world.

Then, with the help of other nations and
possibly with the ultimate sanction of the
United Nations, our hope is we’ll see a rel-
atively stable government in Afghanistan—
one that does not harbor terrorists, is ac-
ceptable to the major players in the region,
represents the ethnic make up of the coun-
try, and provides a foundation for future re-
construction.

In the long term, our goals are easy to ar-
ticulate, but much more difficult to achieve.

We’ll need to deter any potential state
sponsors of terrorism from providing support
or haven to future bin Ladens.

We’ll work with others and try to help re-
build a politically and socially stable Af-
ghanistan that does NOT export terrorism,
narcotics, or militancy to its neighbors and
to the wider world—more like it was in the
1950s.

We’ll need to stabilize Southwest and Cen-
tral Asia and prevent the Taliban-izing, if
you will, of Pakistan and other countries.

And we’ll need to address some of the eco-
nomic and political forces that can be ma-
nipulated by men like bin Laden. We must do
this with the full awareness that attention
to social and political development alone
won’t prevent another bin Laden from
emerging. But, at least, it will severely limit
the pool from which he can draw recruits and
support.

If we’re successful in prosecuting this ef-
fort in Afghanistan, it ups the ante for other
nations harboring or sponsoring—directly or
indirectly—other terrorist groups.

The President believes, and I agree, that
we must stay involved in the region, not nec-
essarily with American troops, but with
American leadership, and resources.

The President has repeated many times,
and it’s important that we say it over and
over again: This is not a war against the Af-
ghan people or any one faith. This is a war
between nation states and transnational ter-
rorist organizations, between civilization
and chaos.

We need to remind the world’s 1.2 billion
Muslims—the vast majority of whom are
sickened by the attempted hijacking of their
faith—that our beef is with bin Laden and Al
Qaeda, not with them.

American policy has long been marked by
a blend of the Wilsonian trend and real-
politik, but whatever our motive, it has not
been guided by religious imperatives.

When we sought to bring peace and sta-
bility to the Balkans, the Muslims in Bosnia
and Kosovo were the primary beneficiaries.

When we went into Somalia, our aim was
to feed starving people who happen to be
Muslims.

And, when we provided 170 million dollars
in humanitarian assistance to the Afghan
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people in the last year, it had to do with our
principles, and the people there were Mus-
lim, too.

Unfortunately, we’re doing a terrible job of
disseminating information. We have to take
a fresh look at public diplomacy and deter-
mine the most effective ways we can get out
our message.

But I’m under no illusions. Winning the
hearts and minds of ordinary citizens in the
Islamic world is an uphill battle, but one we
must undertake.

We must enhance the means we use as well
as the message—whether it’s people to peo-
ple visits that explain our principled respect
for the diversity of all faiths and cultures—
or radio and television broadcasts that in-
form and ultimately empower moderate
Muslim voices.

What we cannot do is let the Taliban wage
the same propaganda war Saddam waged in
Iraq, with photographs of mothers and chil-
dren scrambling for food and endless footage
of destroyed buildings—all designed to por-
tray America as anti-Islam. That’s a bald-
faced lie.

Regardless of whether we succeed in get-
ting our message out, the truth is, we CAN-
NOT and we certainly WILL not walk away
from seven million displaced and desperate
Afghans surviving on little more than grass
and locusts.

We must do more to help the Afghan peo-
ple, and we must do FAR more to make our
aid visible across the Muslim world.

I’m reluctant to use the word ‘‘nation
building’’ because it’s such a loaded political
term—but, if we leave Afghanistan in chaos,
it’ll be another time bomb waiting to ex-
plode. And there’s an enormous powder keg
right next door in Pakistan.

If we think we have a problem now, imag-
ine a nation with six times the population of
Afghanistan, a nuclear arsenal, and a
Talibanized government.

To avoid that scenario, we have to work
with the World Bank, the IMF, the U.N.,
other NGOs and our allies, especially those
in the region, to help build an infrastructure
in Afghanistan that works.

United Nations Secretary General Kofi
Annan said it will take nearly $600 million
just to get the Afghan refugees through the
winter. But that’s only the beginning.

In the long term, Afghanistan will need to
find a way to break the hold that the
madrassas have had on a generation of young
men.

They will need to educate a generation of
young women, to give them the tools nec-
essary to seize the rights so cruelly denied
them under Taliban rule.

They’ll need to de-mine the most heavily
mined nation in the world.

They’ll need crop substitution programs to
rid themselves of the title of the world’s
foremost producers of heroin and opium.

They’ll need wells, water purification cen-
ters, hospitals, village clinics, even simple
roads from one town to the next.

I commend the President for promising
$320 million in Afghan aid. In my opinion,
this might be the best investment we could
make. I say this notwithstanding the many
obstacles to achieving these goals that exist
in a region that has not proved fertile for in-
cubating democratic institutions. Clearly,
we can’t do it alone.

As demonstrated since September 11th, it’s
even more obvious, at least to me, that our
national interests can’t be furthered, let
alone achieved—in splendid indifference to
the rest of the world.

Our interests are furthered when we meet
our international obligations, keep our trea-
ties, and engage the world.

Far from the black and white of campaigns
and up against the gray of governing, it’s

much easier to see the virtues of multi-na-
tionalism and the shortcomings of
unilateralism.

The same tools we used to build this coali-
tion may, in the long term, help change the
dynamics of bilateral relations, and present
real and unexpected opportunities to define
this new century.

And by the way, the Administration has
figured it out.

Where the Administration may have once
been tempted to see only strategic dif-
ferences with China over national missile de-
fense and Taiwan, today there’s a growing
recognition that we have common strategic
interests as well—like fighting terrorism and
maintaining peace and stability in Central
Asia.

Where the Administration may have once
seen relations with Russia through the prism
of the Cold-War, today there’s the promise of
entering into a fundamentally different rela-
tionship with the Russian Federation.

Where the Administration may have once
viewed relations with Iran within the con-
fines of a twenty-year time warp, today Iran
has signaled a desire to at least explore a re-
lationship based on newly defined common
interests. They’ve even said they would as-
sist in search and rescue operations of any
downed American pilots.

Clearly there’s an internal rift in Iran. The
reformists would like to go further. All they
could get through the system was this mod-
est gesture. But because the system operates
on consensus, I’m virtually certain
Khamene’i approves, which is significant in
itself.

Let’s not be under any illusion that there
will be full blown rapprochement with China,
Russia, and Iran. But if we do this right, if
we look at our adversaries in a new light,
there will be much to build off in the future.

This weekend the President was in Shang-
hai for the Asia Pacific Economic Coopera-
tion Summit. He met with China’s leaders,
who now see more clearly than ever the
threat posed to them by the proliferation of
nuclear, chemical, biological, and ballistic
missile technology.

I guarantee that Jiang Zemin can imagine
a plane crashing into an 80 story office tower
in Shanghai. I expect that China’s leaders
will never think of their nuclear and bal-
listic missile exports to Pakistan in quite
the same way.

Working with China against terrorism,
however, does not mean jettisoning our con-
cerns about China’s human rights record, or
overlooking proliferation. In fact, we may
need to remind China’s leaders that respect
for the human rights and religious liberty of
China’s Muslim minorities is not only mor-
ally right, but also essential if we are to de-
prive the terrorists of recruits.

In Russia, President Putin has emerged as
a strategic thinker who realizes that, in
order for Russia to advance into the ranks of
highly developed nations, he must cast his
lot with the West.

Putin recently said ‘‘Today we must firmly
declare: the Cold War is over.’’ And with re-
spect to our efforts in Afghanistan, he said
‘‘I have no doubt that the U.S. leadership
and President Bush will do their best so that
the peaceful population does not suffer, and
they are already doing their best.’’

Putin is willing to confront entrenched, re-
actionary domestic opposition when nec-
essary. He overruled his senior military, and
gave the green light for American planes to
overfly Russian territory and to permit
troops on former Soviet territory in Central
Asia, actions virtually unimaginable not
long ago.

We have a genuine opportunity to pursue a
new relationship with Russia, and we should.
If the news out of Shanghai this weekend is

accurate, it may well be possible to reach
agreement on mutually limiting offensive
capabilities and allowing Tests of missile de-
fense systems. I hope the President will re-
sist those in his Administration who would
have him risk squandering this opportunity
by withdrawing unilaterally from the ABM
treaty.

I’ve always said: nations, like people, use
crises to resolve differences, or create oppor-
tunities.

In the case of Russia, we have a momen-
tous opportunity. It may well be possible to
deal not only with strategic forces, but also
with NATO enlargement and our non-pro-
liferation concerns.

That new relationship could shape this
half-century as the Cold-War shaped the last.

Three days ago, Secretary Powell said in
Shanghai, ‘‘Not only is the Cold War over,
the post-Cold War period is also over.’’

If the Administration proceeds pragmati-
cally, rather than ideologically, the new era
could be good, indeed.

But let’s remember that Russia is not the
only country that matters in developing a
new strategic doctrine. We must take care
not to provoke a major Chinese arms build-
up, which could lead to more nuclear arms in
India and Pakistan. We need the help of both
in the war on terrorism. And nobody needs
more nuclear weapons along a border that is
already getting too hot for comfort.

The time is right to consider joint efforts
to reduce strategic arms; commit to a joint
program to combat terrorism; develop a bi-
lateral plan to prevent other countries or
terrorists from gaining weapons of mass de-
struction; find ways to counter infectious
disease epidemics and clean up the residue
left by our weapons programs. And we should
do everything we can to help Russia stay on
a path of economic and political growth and
stability.

Once the foundation of cooperation is firm-
ly established, we can pursue missile de-
fense—if that’s what we want—without rock-
ing the boat of strategic stability.

Look, in the long-term—even if the coali-
tion breaks down—we’ll have the potential
opportunity to create a new day of enhanced
bilateral relations with China, Russia, and
maybe even with Iran.

So, in the short term we want to eliminate
bin Laden and his top aides and remove
Mullah Omar and the Taliban leadership.

In the medium term, we’ll need to estab-
lish a relatively stable regime in Afghani-
stan and roll up Al Qaeda cells around the
world.

And in the long-term, we have to deter
state sponsorship of future bin Ladens, help
rebuild Afghanistan, and stabilize Southwest
and Central Asia.

What will be much more difficult, will be
to clearly identify and address some of the
root causes of this hard-core, hate-driven
zealotry so we can limit the pool from which
another bin Laden can draw recruits.

The list of root causes is long—from the
lack of legitimate channels of dissent in the
Arab world, to desperation, resentment at
American material success, a perception
that our actions don’t match our ideals.

All of these issues are worthy of our atten-
tion, but they can never be excuses for ter-
rorism.

Which brings us to Israel. Let me just say,
Israel did not produce bin Laden, and we
can’t let Israel be the scapegoat.

We are in a tough stage right now, and
there are many cross-winds buffeting our re-
lationship, but our friendship with Israel is
not a transitory event, a marriage of conven-
ience, or a short-term alliance.

Differences are normal even among friends,
but airing them in public is never useful.
Surely there are sufficient channels to com-
municate our views. Let us not create any
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false impressions about the fundamental,
long-term basis upon which the U.S.-Israel
relationship rests: we continue to be bound
by unshakable, shared democratic values.

After all this, the question remains—what
constitutes victory in the war on terrorism?

If we cut off the head of Al Qaeda, help to
rebuild a stable Afghanistan, and if, in the
process, we find a way to stabilize the rela-
tionship between Pakistan and India, and en-
hance bilateral relations with China, Russia,
and Iran, then we have achieved a victory
that may well define the 21st century.

In sum, just as we could not have put to-
gether a viable coalition if President Bush
had already walked away from the ABM
treaty, so too will we have trouble nurturing
future bilateral relations if we decide, when
the crisis is over, to go it alone, again.

We should be figuring out right now how
we revive the Comprehensive Test Ban Trea-
ty (CTBT), the Biological Weapons Treaty,
move on arms control proposals that go to
Start III, environmental treaties, and how to
amend—and not jettison—the ABM Treaty.

Before I take some questions let me leave
you with these final thoughts. On September
11th the world changed for the terrorists. It
was, I believe the beginning of the end of a
way of life, not for America, but for inter-
national terrorism.

Out of our dark grief our nation is newly
united and abroad we have new opportuni-
ties.

As my mother says, ‘‘Out of every tragedy,
if you look hard enough, you can find one
good thing.’’

Or, in the words of another great Irish
poet, Seamus Heaney:

‘‘History says, don’t hope
On this side of the grave.
But then, once in a lifetime
The longed-for tidal wave
Of justice can rise up,
And hope and history rhyme.’’

I truly believe, notwithstanding incredible
difficulties we face in doing even half the
things I mentioned here, that we’re on the
verge, if we do it right, of making hope and
history rhyme. But we cannot squander this
opportunity. I believe the President has
made a genuine transition in his thinking on
foreign policy. I hope I am not kidding my-
self. If he has, I think not only will he go
down as a great President, I think we will
have marked the beginning of a new era in
international relations.

The following transcript of the Question
and Answer period has been provided by the
Council on Foreign Relations. The moder-
ator is former Congressman Vin Weber.

VW: Thank you. It’s my job to screen ques-
tions for the Senator without trying to get
too much between the questioner and the an-
swer. Under the rules of these engagements,
when I call on you will you please stand up
and state your affiliation, and try to state
your question as concisely as possible. To
get things going, though, I’m going to take
the prerogative of the Chair and ask the first
question.

Senator, you talked at some length about
some possibilities in terms of relationships
around Russia and other places. Talk about
a place where there might be some strains,
the American people at least are being fed a
significant diet of negative information
about our relationship with the Saudi’s and
their relationship to terrorism over these
past many years. Is there a deeper problem
there than we thought, and how should the
American people and the government think
about that relationship?

JB: I’ve been admonished to make the an-
swers very, very brief, so I will make them
brief, if you want me to expand I will at-

tempt to do that. Number one, I do not doubt
the pressure that the Saudis are under, like
other Arab states in the region, having to es-
sentially buy off their extreme groups in
order to maintain themselves. But the
Saudis have gone above and beyond the call
in destabilizing the region, in my view, in
terms of essentially funding a significant
portion of what we are now dealing with in
the extreme example of Islam gone awry. It’s
one thing to decide you’re going to export
Wahhabi Sunnism, by setting up Madrassas
around the region. Okay, I get that. But
what I don’t get is setting them up where
they have a third feature: that they’re a
hate-filled, anti-American breeding ground.

I think we should have a very simple,
straightforward discussion with the Saudis
and they should understand that they have a
hell of a lot more to lose in the break up of
the relationship than we do. That is taking
a great risk. I am not sanguine about the
fact that we get 1.6 million barrels of oil a
day from there, but I would be prepared,
were I the Secretary of State, or I was in an-
other position, to tell the Saudis: Don’t push
it. Don’t push it. Cease and desist on this ac-
tivity. There will be consequences. At any
rate, that’s my view.

SR: I’m Steve Robert of Robert Capital
Management. As I listened carefully to your
address, which I thought was very good, it
seems the center of gravity in the debate
over missile defense has changed. Because
while the opponents of missile defense prior
to September 11th would have just probably
said it’s a foolish idea and the wrong pri-
ority, what you seem to be saying is that,
it’s almost inevitable if we also cut nuclear
arms stockpiles, renegotiate the arms con-
trol treaty and the strategic arms treaty and
so forth. So is this in fact what you mean to
communicate, that we’re now just talking
about how we get to missile defense, as op-
posed to whether we should have missile de-
fense at all?

JB: What I’m suggesting is, and it’s a very
good question, what I’m suggesting is, we
should be prepared to explore, assuming we
can amend the ABM Treaty to do the explo-
ration, whether or not a viable missile de-
fense system is feasible without starting a
new arms race, and without producing an
economic hemorrhage of a half a trillion dol-
lars with little return on our investment.

Right now we’re caught between the rock
and the hard place. In order to go forward,
according to this administration—and I
think they’re inaccurate—but the gentleman
sitting behind you has forgotten more about
this issue than I am going to know. But in
order for them to go forward with the testing
program they have in mind, they can do it
without having to violate the ABM Treaty.
But it has become sort of religious doctrine
on the right that the ABM Treaty is, per se,
bad. I’m hopeful that we’re at a place now,
where the President, if we in fact—and I hap-
pen to support significant further reductions
in all offensive capability—if we get the
Joint chiefs to agree upon a number signifi-
cantly below where we are, I’m willing to go
along with an amendment of the ABM Trea-
ty, assuming that we have scrubbed this in a
way that we understand what the likely re-
sponse in China will be to such a system.

If in fact, notwithstanding the fact that
the Russians would agree, this will start a
significant—and our intelligence agencies
publish widely, and I can only tell you what
was in the paper, only confirm . . . I won’t
confirm, I’ll state what’s in the paper—that
they will do ten times as much as they would
have otherwise done in offensive capability if
we build such a system. If we cannot get
through that wicket, then it seems to me it
is not worth a candle. The cost is not worth
it, and the consequence of going forward

with the limited benefit that would flow
from it may very well start that arms race
which I worry most about in the most
dangeorus part of the world. It was dan-
gerous before, and it’s considerably more
dangerous now.

So I cannot fathom India sitting by if
China rapidly racks up their nuclear capa-
bility, and I cannot figure Pakistan doing
the same, and so I see it as a disaster. But
this is a beginning step, and I guess the po-
lite way of saying this, I’m happy the Presi-
dent seems to be moving in the direction
where he may not unilaterally walk away
from the ABM Treaty. That’s a big deal.

VW: I want to go to Rita next, but if there
are other questions on either strategic de-
fense or the ABM Treaty, I’ll take them now,
before we leave that topic. If not, we’ll go to
Rita.

RH: Rita Hauser. You didn’t mention Iraq.
Do you see Iraq in the second stage as a tar-
get for the terrorists counter-offensive, and
what is your view on the continuation of our
policy of sanctions?

JB: I happen to think that the sanctions
policy needs to be changed. The Secretary of
State has discussed a smarter sanctions pol-
icy. I thought he was going in the right di-
rection, I was hoping that it would be em-
braced, although I now think there’s an op-
portunity to embrace it because the dynam-
ics have changed in Moscow, and the dynam-
ics have changed in France, and the dynam-
ics have changed in China somewhat, and I
would further explore going back to that ap-
proach, that is, a smart sanctions policy.

I’m of a view that what has changed has all
been bad from a Iraq standpoint, for the
Iraqis. The idea now that we are going to
just disregard what Saddam has done, walk
away and just seek economic opportuinty, as
some of our friends and allies have done, I
think is being reconsidered in those very
capitols. Rather than have a second phase,
the way in which the press uses it, and I as-
sume you’re talking about, that is, after we
finish with Afghanistan, do we invade Iraq? I
think that is not the prudent approach. I
think what we attempt to do is to build a co-
alition, reconstruct a coalition that is tight-
er and stronger and with more demands
placed upon the behavior of Iraq.

My view is, if we’re able to do that, and the
behavior is still as bad as it has been in the
past, you will be able to much more likely
generate a consensus on at least standing by
as we took action, or having multilateral ac-
tion. But to just go from here to there I
think would be a disastrous mistaken in the
near term.

VW: Go back to that table. I’m going to try
to move the audience as best I can.

FW: Frank Wisner from the American
International Group. The current crisis . . .
(Overlap)

JB: Why are you taking folks out of Dela-
ware? We want to talk about that . . .
(Laughter) . . . I want to know this, Mr.
Ambassasdor, this a parochial, this a serious
stuff. (Laugher) I’m only joking . . . (Over-
lap)

FW: . . . we have commitment . . . (Over-
lap)

JB: . . . I just want to kind of throw you
off. (Laughter)

VW: . . . He’s not really joking. (Laughter)
JB: . . . Former Congressman, I can tell

you, I’m worried about it, but . . .
FW: Senator, coming back to the subject of

your terrific speech today, (Laughter) . . .
JB: It went from good to terrific. (Laugh-

ter)
FW: This crisis has brought to light other

tensions, and among them has been the
sparking of tension between India and Paki-
stan, with very heavy Indian shelling, acts of
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terror in Kashmir. As you look at that as-
pect of the challenge to American diplo-
macy, what message do you have to the par-
ties in the region, how they can get on top of
the problem they have and the role the
United States can play?

JB: Let me answer it in reverse order. The
role of the United States. The United States
should stay engaged the way the Secretary
has gotten engaged in the last week. It’s
made a difference already. I think there has
to be a clear understanding, both in Delhi
and Islamabad that we are interested, we are
looking and we are watching.

Secondly, I think a message should be de-
livered very strongly to the Indians, do not
attempt to take advantage of the cir-
cumstances this moment, it’s against your
interests across the board. And thirdly, we
have to make clear to the Pakistanis that,
notwithstanding the fact we need you very
much right now, you are in a position where
if you are going to continue to foment the
terror that does exist in Kashmir, then you
are operating against your own near term in-
terests, because that very viper can turn on
you. And I think we have to talk and talk
and talk and talk, and engage and engage
and engage. Because as you well know, part
of the cry on the part of India has been, just
somebody pay attention . . . or excuse me, in
Pakistan, someone pay attention.

And on India, we don’t want any part of
anybody being involved and looking at any
of this problem. The truth of the matter is,
the whole world is looking at their problem
now in Kashmir, not just us, the spotlight is
on and the consequences for how they will be
treated relative to all other nations in the
world is very much up in the air right now,
and they should be made constantly aware of
how tenuous the circumstance is for both of
them. In this case, particularly India . . . in
my view, particularly India.

VW: Can I follow up on that myself? Be-
cause at the beginning of this administra-
tion, the administration seemed to be tilt-
ing, to use a term, toward India, the Indian
Foreign Minister was given a meeting with
the President, and it seemed as if the admin-
istration was going to try to, as one of the
cornerstones of their foreign policy, build a
much better relationship with India than
we’ve had in the past. In view of what you
just said, do you think that that was then,
and this is now, or is there still an oppor-
tunity going forward to forge a much closer
relationship with the Indians?

JB: I think that was then, and it’s almost
still that way now. (Scattered Laughter) And
let me explain what I mean by that. I may be
mistaken, and I may be a bit cynical, but I
think the initial, quote, tilt toward India
was related to Beijing more than it was to
Pakistan or anything else. And I think that
the relationship with Beijing was going
south very rapidly. And continued to move
south in a precipitous way until Powell made
his visit.

I coincidentally happened to take a small
delegation of Senators to some very high
level meetings for six days in China, just on
the heels of that visit, and you could lit-
erally see, maybe a mild exaggeration, a sigh
of relief on the part of the Chinese, that
maybe this collision is not inevitable, it is
not inevitable. I think it chastened the Chi-
nese a little bit, I think it made them focus
on the precipice, as well as us.

Now what’s happened is, I think, you have,
and it’s a . . . I cannot prove this, I think
what you have in India now is a look north
and saying, whoa, it looks like these guys
are talking again. We may have moved past
our opportunity to make a substantial
change in the relationship. That would be a
mistake on their part, to think that. Be-
cause I think that there is a desire in the ad-

ministration to actually, genuinely better
relations with India. I think it is an absolute
essential element of American foreign policy
that that be done. And part of that is simply
engaging . . . engaging them and treating
them like what they are. They will, in not
too long, be the largest, most populous na-
tion in the world. They are a democracy, as
flawed as you may think it is. They are
someone with whom we should and must
have a much, much, much better relation-
ship and understanding.

And the whole world has changed for India.
It has changed not only when the Wall came
down, and when their protector evaporated,
it changed now as the relationship with
China begins to mature, and they’re going to
have some great difficulty internally fig-
uring out how to deal with that. But we
should be engaged at the highest level on a
daily basis, literally with India. So I don’t
think the administration is jettisoning
India, but I think they’re beginning to look
at India in a different way, not as cynically
as just a card to have been played against
Beijing.

VW: Questioner behind Frank, then I’m
going to try to go the back of the room for
a question.

ME: Monsoor Ejaz. Senator, it’s always
good to hear you speak so frankly, so I’m
going to try and get you on the record on an-
other sensitive issue. Does the United States
need a military policy to deal with an even-
tuality in which a Taliban-like force would
hold control over Pakistan’s nuclear weap-
ons? And if it does, what should that policy
look like?

JB: Well, I think we’re engaged in that pol-
icy right now. And I have every reason to be-
lieve from my conversations with the Presi-
dent, and I don’t pretend to be his confidant,
I don’t want anyone . . . I know you all know
that, but the CNN audience might think I’m
trying to foist myself off as the President’s
close advisor. I’ve been flattered the Presi-
dent has engaged me as the opposition and as
Chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, and we’ve had, as they say, full and
frank discussion, probably five, six hours
worth in the last several months, and . . . but
my impression and my understanding is,
coming from both the Secretary of State as
well as the Secretary of Defense and as well
as the President of the United States person-
ally, that that is the essence of their policy
at the moment.

It is reflected in certain ways. You see, and
I’ll be very parochial, and I’m going to give
you a specific example. Right now there has
been, and continues to exist, a real dis-
satisfaction on the part of the Northern Alli-
ance that we have not done, which is fully
without our capability to do now, and that is
with air power, essentially provide air cover
that could decimate the Taliban capability
of holding them back, not only from Mazar i
Sharif, but also holding them back from the
capitol.

And the President has not been as blunt as
I’m going to be, because I don’t speak for
him, so I can say it, I believe the President’s
actions have been somewhat circumspect for
very good reasons. He understands that if in
fact the Northern Alliance marches into
Kabul and sets up a government, that we will
have the potential for a disintegration in
Islamabad, and that Pakistan may very well,
and Musharraf may in fact collapse, it may
be gone.

And so I think that . . . I’ll give you that
as one example of my view of the President’s
understanding of how difficult this is. We
have also done things which were not par-
ticularly comfortable for me to do, quite
frankly. I’m the guy, as Chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee, that was re-
sponsible for either facilitating and/or pro-

posing the lifting of all the sanctions, of
which I have supported relative prolifera-
tion, not to proliferation questions, as well
as democratization. And we’ve even looked
at Section 508, and so my point is that we
have taken extraordinary actions, which is
sort of against our instincts, with only the
promise, only the promise of elections a year
from now, with the commitment to be kept,
and only the hope, the hope that we will be
able to stabilize, that the region will, with
our help and others, be stabilized in such a
way that we don’t have to face that God
awful specter of radical Islamic groups tak-
ing over a country that is multiple sizes
larger than Afghanistan, with nuclear weap-
ons.

So I think the administration is fully ap-
praised, fully understands, and is doing ev-
erything within its power, understanding,
and I don’t . . . in defense of the administra-
tion, no one has a hole card here. No one
that I know, maybe some of you do, and if
you do, let me know because I want to nomi-
nate you for the Nobel Peace Prize in ad-
vance. No one I know has a surefire way to
assure that stability in this part of the world
will result from the actions undertaken.
Conversely, I don’t know of anyone who . . .
I do know of some, I don’t know anyone in
this room would like to suggest we should
not and need not have taken the action we
are taking. We’re not going to get into the
weeds here. It’s going to start to get . . . we
talked, and I hope I don’t offend anybody
saying this, at our table here, we talked
about how long the honymoon, how long the
unquestioning period of unabashed support
for the President’s policy will continue. I
think everyone . . . I shouldn’t say everyone
. . . I mean the vast majority of the foreign
policy establishment, of the Democratic and
Republican sides of the aisle, in fact share
the view that up to now the President’s done
a pretty darn good job of assembling this
multilateral force, resisting what were very
strong entree’s from parts of the administra-
tion to bypass Afghanistan and go straight
to Iraq, et cetera. I think he’s done well. But
now we’re going to get into the tough calls.

Case in point, and I’ll stop with this. How
much longer does the bombing continue? Be-
cause we’re going to pay every single hour,
every single day it continues, we’re going to
pay an escalating price in the Muslim world.
We’re going to pay an escalating price in the
region. And that in fact is going to make the
aftermath of our, quote, victory more dif-
ficult to reconstruct the region. Conversely,
the President’s in a very difficult spot. How
much does he have to do to make the envi-
ronment in which we are going to send, and
we will, American forces, hospitable to the
extent . . .)

(Council on Foreign Relations tape turned to
side B . . . several seconds missing . . .)

. . . tell you, though, I hope to God it ends
sooner rather than later, becasue every mo-
ment it goes on, it makes the aftermath
problem more severe than it is . . . was an
hour ago. And so that’s what I mean when I
say they’re fully appraised of their problem.
They are going to engage in activities that
we may . . . I may be able to Monday morn-
ing quarterback and second guess, but I
know of no clear path that suggests how
they secure the notion that there is no possi-
bility of Pakistan degenerating into chaos,
and us dealing with a problem there. The ul-
timate answer would be, if that were the
case, we would find ourselves with a whole
hell of a lot more forces in that region than
we have now, which would be a very bad
idea.

VW: Going to go right straight to the back
of the room, and then I have a question at
the middle table up front.
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DG: I’m Davey Gaw(?), with the conference

board. Senator, you gave us a picture that
was historic, and it raised the question in
my mind, to this effect. Is there an adver-
tising problem, is there a genuine insoluble
intellectual issue, or simply have we not
solved the following? It seems to me that for
the past 50 years or so, the U.S. has always
been stuck in a corner, on the one hand we
launch into the world with noble causes, and
then we tie ourselves to ignoble regimes so
that we have (Inaudible) for purposes, but
people think that we’re married to these re-
gimes, and the same thing is occuring now in
the Middle East. What’s wrong? Why can’t
we do a dual track strategy? Why can’t we
send a message that’s credible, that we do
serve double purposes on the one end, but we
also do not want to marry ignoble regimes
on the other? Why can’t we solve that issue?

JB: Because life’s tough (Scattered Laugh-
ter) There are hard choices. I don’t know. I
don’t want to get him in trouble, but I sus-
pect Les Gelb may remember, about a dozen
years ago, my proposing we start to distance
ourselves from some of those various re-
gimes, and for example, during the Gulf War,
one of the reasons I voted against the resolu-
tion that was put forward was, I did not get
any commitment from the administration
personally that they would in fact make sure
that when we freed Kuwait, the cir-
cumstance in Kuwait would change. I did not
see merely putting the Emir back in power
as anything that inured to our great benefit.
The territorial principle of not crossing a
border was a big deal, and important and oil
mattered, but it seemed to me we should
have extracted in return for that some com-
mitment toward the movement toward, some
movement toward, not outright democracy,
but some movement toward a liberalization
of the system.

I have been the odd man out on that for a
long time with regard to Saudi Arabia as
well, and other countries in the region. But
I acknowledge to you, it is incredibly dif-
ficult to do. And you got to be prepared to
take a risk, and the risk is serious. The down
side is high. The costs economically are se-
vere. But I think we’re at the point now
where we have to take those risks. But it’s
not easy. It is not easy because the truth of
the matter is, we inherited what was there,
we helped make and sustained what was
there, but we did it for reasons relating to
our immediate self interests that were of
consequence to us, enabling us to do other
things in other parts of the world that were
necessary to be done.

So, it’s, yes, as a former President once
said, life ain’t fair. Well, the world ain’t fair,
and we’re left with a lot of Hobson’s Choices.
If I can elaborate on one piece. This dissemi-
nation of information, I put together a pro-
posal that I’ve been discussing with the ad-
ministration. I’ve been sort of the guy who
has, and a lot of you have as well, but I mean
in the Senate, in the House, I’ve been sort of
the godfather of the radios lately, Radio
Free Europe, Radio Liberty, the Voice of
America, et cetera. It’s woefully under-
funded. For example, in the largest Muslim
state in the world, where they have 220 mil-
lion people, we spend two million dollars on
the radio, for example. So I put together a
proposal at the President’s urging, quite
frankly, because one of the things I discussed
with him, that I’m going to present to him
when he gets back, is over a half a billion
dollar initial investment, 250 million dollars
a year, for public diplomacy, and fundamen-
tally altering the way in which we’re able to
broadcast to that part of the world. As part
of this, I asked my staff, and I have some
very talented staff people who know the re-
gion well, have worked in the region, and are
very academically qualified as well as prac-

tically qualified, if they would get together
some two or three or four of the most knowl-
edgeable folks on Islam in the world, so that
we in fact, when I propose this, I was doing
something that was counterproductive. So
that we wouldn’t find we were causing more
problems than there were solutions. And I
sat with these four folks, I’ll tell you what
they said to me. Now, they’re not the end of
the day, but they said to me, they said, look,
the idea of winning the hearts and minds of
the Islamic world, and the Arab Islamic
world is not likely. The best you can do is
give some reasons for the moderates within
that regime to have a reason to sustain their
position against the extremists in . . . did I
say regime? I meant to say region, against
extremists in the region. And they went on
to say, the problem isn’t with the American
people, it’s with American foreign policies,
and then they ticked off the foreign policy.
Being part of propping up regimes that in
fact are anti-democratic and are part of the
problem, because again, Osama Bin Laden is
after Riyadh, not after Jerusalem.

And it’s a different problem. And also they
then point out Israel, and they say part of
the problem relates to our policy relative to
Israel. Well, there are certain things we’re
not going to change. There are certain
things we’re not going to change, so the
question is, what utility would a significant
investment in our public diplomacy have?
And it seems to me the minimum what it
would have, it would give a context in which
we were able to . . . they were able to make
judgments about the totality of our action,
and would not in fact change the attitude in
that part of the world toward us, but would
moderate it. And so these are very difficult
questions, though, but I am going to propose
we make this major investment, and I think
it will fall on, quite frankly, friendly ears in
the administration, based on my conversa-
tions with the President.

VW: Is there an opportunity to take that a
step further to the whole foreign policy
budget of the government, the United Na-
tions that you’ve been involved in, support
for our embassies abroad that’s been under-
funded for some time, foreign aid budget, is
that a part of the whole response?

JB: No, because . . . and I’m not being . . .
I didn’t mean to be so sure. (Laughs) I don’t
mean . . . (Overlap)

VW: . . . short answer (?) . . .
JB: . . . that’s right. (Scattered Laughter)

Now, well . . . the answer is no for the fol-
lowing reasons. For the federal government
to engage in public diplomacy at home is a
very dangerous thing, in my view. For us to
fund news organizations that promote a gov-
ernmental position, it seems to me is not
what we need, domestically in the United
States. But we do need it abroad. What will
change, and has changed that, as Ambas-
sador Negroponte knows, he not only . . . I
mean, I love the guy. We held him up for God
knows how long before we approved him, so
everybody made sure any accusation ever
against wouldn’t rub off on them, and they
all turned out to be false, and we approved
unanimously, wasn’t it? I don’t think any-
body voted against it. And he went up there
and did something no one’s been able to do,
including Prince Holbrooke, no one’s been
able to do this. (Laughter) And you know
what he did? He went up and there and got
immediately the right wing Republicans to
free up the money in the House. You know
what did that? The world changed. They did
not want to have to, as former Senator Carol
Moseley Braun would say, wear the jacket of
us not being able to put together a coalition
because he was unable to do his job in the
United Nations because he had to face the
constant charge that we weren’t meeting our
end of the deal.

So I think events alter those kinds of
things and I think you’re going to see for-
eign policy much more on the front burner of
American domestic politics for the reasons
that were stated at the outset, that we’ll, in
fact, up those budgets and people are begin-
ning to understand the complexity. It’s not
all military, it’s diplomacy. We have to lead
in other ways, and I think that will be helped
by this terrible circumstance.

VW: Senator Biden, thank you for . . .
(Overlap)

DG: I’m Dick Garwin, Council on Foreign
Relations. Thank you for an insightful and
constructive presentation. Now, on the ABM
Treaty and missile defense, I can just say
Amen, but the rest of the topics you men-
tioned, we need to have not only some prior-
ities, but more than that. That administra-
tion and the Congress are going to have to do
a number of things together. First, it seems
to me that we have to have refugee camps,
and the refugee camps have to be training
grounds for democracy. So, we need to work
with the United Nations to do this, and to
accomplish that. We need to provide secu-
rity, but we need to provide more than secu-
rity.

The next priority I think has to be the
chemical and biological weapons conven-
tions, especially the BWC . . . essentially all
the nations of the world have signed up, but
they’re not all obeying it. They’re not all
doing what they said. Before we have any
compliance, we’ve got to have them say,
we’re going to do this, we’re passing a law,
everybody has to stop affiliating with bio-
logical weapons and we’re going to destroy
our stocks. Seems to me that’s the next. And
finally, in my talk, is the Pakistani nuclear
weapons. You read in the New York Times
Bruce Wehr(?), saying we ought to provide
means of going in, and capturing them in
case Pakistan regime falls. Well, we’ll get a
lot more cooperation if we fund Pakistani re-
gime in order to destroy their own, or render
them ineffective if the regime falls, and with
uranium weapons that can be done in reason-
ably expeditious fashion. But how do you
solve the problem of priorities, and doing a
number of things at the same time which
neither administrations nor Congress are
good at?

JB: Let me tell you, I fully agree with your
list, I shortened my speech on the fly here,
I’ll give you a copy of it, it mentions all
three of those things, particularly the bio-
logical and chemical weapons treaty and the
implementation. And I think you do just
what you said. Those discussions are under-
way with the Democratic Congress and the
Republican members of Congress and the
President on setting those priorities. The
question is, the President has an internal di-
lemma he has to overcome first. He is focus-
ing on first things first, but then he has to
deal with . . . and I’m going to get in trouble
for saying this . . . but he has to deal with
what has not gone away. There is, for lack of
a better phrase, still a Rumsfeld-Powell split
on how they look at the world, and how they
look at these very issues that you’ve stated
here. I was discussing here at my table, my
perception, and maybe, what’s that old ex-
pression, the father is . . . the wish is the fa-
ther of the thought, or whatever it is, that
maybe I’m just sort of making this up as I go
along because I want to feel it. But my im-
pression is, this President is arriving at his
own foreign policy. He is arriving at his own
foreign policy. I think he accepted wholesale
sort of the movement right position on for-
eign policy issues, because as a Governor he
hadn’t paid much attention to those. And I
think he’s finding that those as a prescrip-
tion don’t fit the modern day world as easily
as he thought they may.

And so I see the first thing that has to hap-
pen is the President himself has to decide
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what he thinks about these issues. And I
hope we throw in CTBT here, because I think
to me that is one of the . . . that is the sin-
gle most important thing we could do at the
front end. But . . . Vin is looking at his
watch, understandably, I happen to agree
with you. With regard to priorities, Dick
Lugar and I are going to be introducing this
week after call for a commission that is, I
know we got a lot of commissions, but a
commission made up, appointed by the
President, the House and the Senate, made
up of the leading people in America that we
could find with the greatest stature, to come
forward with us with a threat assessment, a
threat assessment that in fact reflects, for
purposes of deciding what priorities we
should be focusing on. And so I can talk to
you more about that later, but my time is
. . . (Overlap)

VW: I don’t know if we have time for one
or two more, but one there, and if there’s
time for two, it’s over there. Les is telling
me only one, I’m sorry to say, (inaudible).

M: (inaudible) Talbot(?). Senator, thank
you for this broad guarded approach to the
problems we face. My question is this, do you
foresee the need or the expectation of a Con-
gressional declaration of war, which the Con-
stitution calls for, and if so, against whom?
(Scattered Laughter)

JB: The answer is yes, and we did it. I hap-
pen to be a professor of Constitutional law.
I’m the guy that drafted the Use of Force
proposal that we passed. It was in conflict
between the President and the House. I was
the guy who finally drafted what we did pass.
Under the Constitution, there is simply no
distinction . . . Louis Fisher(?) and others
can tell you, there is no distinction between
a formal declaration of war, and an author-
ization of use of force. There is none for Con-
stitutional purposes. None whatsoever. And
we defined in that Use of Force Act that we
passed, what . . . against whom we were
moving, and what authority was granted to
the President.

And why don’t you take that question, it’s
not two o’clock, I’ll give a yes or no. He may
be from Delaware. (Laughter)

RP: Roland Paul, Senator, I concur with
everybody else in commending you on your
comments, and anyone who’s heard you be-
fore would certainly not be surprised at how
good they were. I would return to a question
you answered earlier, and you said as long
. . . the bombing, every day it goes on, the
harder it may be for us to do something in
the past(?). What do you see as the situation
if we don’t defeat the Taliban in the next
four weeks, and winter sets in in Afghani-
stan?

JB: Again, I’m not a military man. I think
the American public and the Islamic world is
fully prepared for us to take as long as we
need to take, if it is action that is mano-a-
mano. If it’s us on the ground going against
other forces on the ground. The part that I
think flies in the face of and plays into every
stereotypical criticism of us is we’re this
high tech bully that thinks from the air we
can do whatever we want to do, and it builds
the case for those who want to make the
cause against us that all we’re doing is indis-
criminately bombing innocents, which is not
the truth. Some innocents are (indiscrimi-
nately) bombed, but that is not the truth. I
think the American public is prepared for a
long siege. I think the American public is
prepared for American losses. I think the
American public is prepared, and the Presi-
dent must continue to remind them to be
prepared, for American body bags coming
home.

There is no way that you can in fact go
after and root out al-Qaeda and/or Bid Laden
without folks on the ground, in caves, risk-
ing and losing their lives. And I believe that

the tolerance for that in the Islamic world is
significant . . . exponentially higher than it
is for us bombing. That’s a generic point I
wish to make. I am not qualified enough to
tell you, although I can tell you what the
military guys have said to me, this is not
1948. This is 2001, I’m not at all they’re cor-
rect, and our ability to wage conflict in the
winter, in parts of this region, is within our
control, I don’t know enough to vouch for
that or not, but I do think it clearly makes
it more difficulty, and the weather window is
closing, as opposed to the tolerance window
for a behavior, in my view. Thank you all
very, very much. (Applause)

Mr. BIDEN. I thank the Chair, and I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MIL-
LER). The majority leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the Senator
from Delaware for his clarification, al-
though there was none required on my
part.

Mr. BIDEN. I knew it would not be
required on the Senator’s part.

Mr. DASCHLE. I have the greatest
admiration for the extraordinary expe-
rience and leadership provided by the
Senator from Delaware. I am not sur-
prised he was misquoted, and I think
he is wise. He speaks from experience
in coming to the floor to ensure if
there is any misunderstanding it has
now been clarified.

He did it in a way I would expect. He
has come to the Chamber with a com-
plete explanation. I have read some of
the remarks because after being asked
the question, I was informed of the
Senator’s comments. I applaud him for
the way in which he handled the ques-
tions and applaud him as well for his
speech. I appreciate his willingness to
come to the Chamber, and I thank him
for the extraordinary job he does every
day as chairman of our Foreign Rela-
tions Committee.

Mr. BIDEN. Very briefly in response,
I thank the Senator. I know the public
listening to this would say they expect
two guys who are friends and in the
same party to say the same thing, but
the truth is we are all going to be test-
ed over the next several months. The
President of the United States, who we
all think is doing a very fine job, is
going to have to make some very tough
decisions.

I, for one, and I know my two leaders
and the Senator from Oregon as well
are not into Monday morning quarter-
backing. Some of the decisions we are
going to make are going to turn out to
be brilliant. Some we are going to
make are not going to be so good.

I would say this: This President, in
my view, so far has made the right
choices. He has done the right thing.
He is pursuing the right way. This no-
tion of how long we bomb versus how
long before we put forces on the ground
is an incredibly difficult decision. You
can be assured every single mistake we
accidentally make—and by the way, to
our credit the Defense Department ac-
knowledged today, like no other De-
fense Department would, I think, that,
yes, there was an errant bomb, and it
did take out some innocent people.

What other great nation would ac-
knowledge that?

That is going to happen. It is horrible
that it will, but the President has a se-
ries of very tough choices. I want him
to know that not only I, but we all
wish him well, and as long as he is try-
ing, as he is, to keep this coalition to-
gether, to keep it moving, I am willing
to yield to his judgment in the prosecu-
tion of this war.

So I thank my friend for his kind
comments, and I hope this puts it to
rest. I am sure the gentleman on the
House side who made the comments
was probably told by staff, and I think
it was kind of like a drive-by shooting
because I have never had a cross word
with this particular House Member,
but I understand things got pretty hot
in the House today. I think I was the
first Democrat who came across his
radar, and I think this would be called
a political drive-by shooting—acci-
dental, I hope—and it will get straight-
ened out.

I am not criticizing or making light
of what was said. I want the RECORD to
be straight because it is important the
world knows and the Nation knows we
are behind the President and we are
not at this point second-guessing his
judgment, particularly about bombing.

f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a pe-
riod of morning business with Senators
permitted to speak for up to 5 minutes
each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

TRIBUTE TO GENERAL CHARLES
T. ROBERTSON, JR.

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I wish
to take this opportunity to recognize
and say farewell to an outstanding Air
Force officer, General Charles T.
‘‘Tony’’ Robertson, Jr., upon his retire-
ment from the Air Force after more
than 33 years of commissioned service.
Over the years, many Members and
staff have enjoyed the opportunity to
meet with General Robertson on a vari-
ety of joint military issues and have
come to appreciate his many talents.
Indeed, throughout his career, General
Robertson has served with distinction,
and it is my privilege today to recog-
nize his many accomplishments and to
commend him for the superb service he
has provided the Air Force and our Na-
tion.

General Robertson entered the Air
Force in 1968 as a graduate of the U.S.
Air Force Academy. After successfully
completing pilot training, he served his
Nation by flying 150 combat missions
as a gunship pilot in Southeast Asia
while stationed with the 18th Special
Operations Squadron in South Viet-
nam. Lieutenant Robertson was then
assigned to Wright-Patterson Air Force
Base, Ohio, where he became a B–52 co-
pilot, aircraft commander, instructor
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pilot, and flight examiner with the 17th
Bombardment Wing. Moving on to
Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska, he
first became Assistant to the Chief of
Staff, then Aide and Executive Officer
to the Vice Commander in Chief, Head-
quarters, Strategic Air Command. His
next assignment was to Plattsburgh
Air Force Base, New York, as an FB–
111 Aircraft Commander, Flight Com-
mander, and Assistant Operations Offi-
cer.

As a lieutenant colonel, he served as
a Plans and Programming Officer in
the Air Force Programs and Evalua-
tion Directorate at the Pentagon be-
fore returning to Plattsburgh Air
Force Base, in 1982, as Commander,
529th Bomb Squadron, and then as As-
sistant Deputy Commander for Mainte-
nance, 380th Bombardment Wing. After
completing studies at the National War
College at Fort McNair in Washington
D.C., he was promoted to colonel in
1985.

During that same year, Colonel Rob-
ertson returned to the Pentagon to
serve as Executive Officer to the Air
Force Vice Chief of Staff, Headquarters
U.S. Air Force. He went on to become
Commander of the 2nd Bombardment
Wing, Barksdale Air Force Base, Lou-
isiana, in 1987, then Commander of the
384th Bombardment Wing at McConnell
Air Force Base, Kansas, in 1989. As
Commander of the 384th, Colonel Rob-
ertson was honored as the Strategic
Air Command Outstanding Wing Com-
mander of the Year for 1989. Following
his tour at McConnell, he returned to
Offutt Air Force Base where he served
as Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff,
Plans and Resources, Headquarters
Strategic Air Command, and was pro-
moted to Brigadier General in 1991.

As a general officer, General Robert-
son excelled in a number of key assign-
ments, including Director of Personnel
Plans, Headquarters U.S. Air Force and
then Vice Director of the Joint Staff,
Joint Chiefs of Staff at the Pentagon;
Vice Commander, Air Mobility Com-
mand, Scott Air Force Base, Illinois;
Commander, 15th Air Force at Travis
Air Force Base, California; and culmi-
nating with his current assignment as
Commander in Chief, United States
Transportation Command, USTRANS-
COM, and Commander, Air Mobility
Command, AMC.

Over his career, General Robertson
demonstrated his skill as an aviator by
safely accumulating over 4,700 hours of
flight time in the AC–119K, B–1B, B–2,
B–52, C–5, C–9, C–17, C–20B, C–21, C–37,
C–130, C–141, EC–135, FB–111A, KC–10,
KC–135, T–1, T–6, T–37, T–38, and T–39
aircraft.

As Commander in Chief, USTRANS-
COM, General Robertson’s leadership
has been indispensable to the readiness
of the Defense Transportation System
to accomplish its mission, getting
troops to the fight, sustaining the
fight, and then bringing the troops
back home when the fight is over. As a
tireless ‘‘Total Force’’ advocate, his
commitment to fully integrating guard

and reserve forces into all aspects of
the Command has reaped great divi-
dends and great praise. Recognizing the
essential role of our commercial trans-
portation industry in supporting the
USTRANSCOM mission, General Rob-
ertson lifted this partnership to un-
precedented levels through such crit-
ical programs as the Civil Reserve Air
Fleet, the Maritime Security Program,
and the Voluntary Intermodal Sealift
Agreement. Following the terrorist
bombing of Khobar Towers, and then
again after the attack on the USS
COLE, the global force protection pro-
grams he developed for his always ‘‘in-
transit’’ forces were held as the model
for others to emulate.

His factual and pointed testimonies
before the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee illustrated the professionalism
and expertise which has enabled him to
foster exceptional rapport with all
members of the Senate and was a clear
indication of his ability to work with
the Congress in addressing the prior-
ities of his Command. Finally, as evi-
dence of his clear vision for the future,
he diligently labored to ensure pro-
grams such as follow-on C–17 procure-
ment, C–5 modernization, and airlift
defensive systems were in-place to en-
sure the transformation of the mobil-
ity fleet to meet the challenges of to-
morrow.

An exemplary officer of unmatched
skill and talent, General Robertson
personifies the Air Force core values of
integrity, selfless service, and excel-
lence in all things. I offer my congratu-
lations to him, his wife, Brenda, and
sons, Sean and Jason. The Congress
and the country applaud the selfless
commitment his entire family has
made to the Nation in supporting his
military career.

I know I speak for all of my col-
leagues in expressing my heartfelt ap-
preciation to General Robertson. He is
a credit to both the Air Force and the
United States and I congratulate him
on the completion of an outstanding
and successful career. May God con-
tinue to bless Tony, his family and the
United States of America.

f

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT
OF 2001

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Madam Presi-
dent, I rise today to speak about hate
crimes legislation I introduced with
Senator KENNEDY in March of this
year. The Local Law Enforcement Act
of 2001 would add new categories to
current hate crimes legislation sending
a signal that violence of any kind is
unacceptable in our society.

I would like to describe a terrible
crime that occurred April 20, 2000 in
Stafford, VA. Thomas Rivers, 18, alleg-
edly attacked a 15-year-old gay teen-
ager by bashing him in the back of the
head with a metal pole, almost killing
him. The previous year, after Rivers
learned that the younger boy was at-
tracted to him, Rivers lashed out by
shouldering him in hallways at school,

shouting slurs and spitting on him. The
attack came eight months later when
Rivers saw the boy walking in an area
park.

I believe that government’s first duty
is to defend its citizens, to defend them
against the harms that come out of
hate. The Local Law Enforcement En-
hancement Act of 2001 is now a symbol
that can become substance. I believe
that by passing this legislation, we can
change hearts and minds as well.

f

FIRST ANNIVERSARY OF BREAST
AND CERVICAL CANCER TREAT-
MENT ACT

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I
would like to remind the Senate that
October is not only Breast Cancer
Awareness Month, but also the first an-
niversary of the enactment of the
Breast and Cervical Cancer Treatment
Act. As we take time this month to re-
member all those who’ve lost their
lives to this tragic disease, we must
also celebrate the great strides we’ve
made in diagnosing and treating breast
cancer in women from all walks of life.

As many of us remember, the Centers
for Disease Control has long operated a
program to provide low-income unin-
sured women with coverage for cancer
screening. Since its creation in 1990,
the CDC’s Breast and Cervical Cancer
Early Detection Program has proved a
great success, providing over one mil-
lion mammograms to women 40 years
or older through March 1999. Of these,
over 77,000 were found to be abnormal
and 5,830 cases of breast cancer were di-
agnosed. Additionally, through March
1997, 300 cases of invasive cervical can-
cer were discovered in over 700,000 pap
tests.

Despite this high rate of success, the
Early Detection Program contained a
fatal flaw. The CDC program provided
no treatment options for low-income,
uninsured women who tested positive
for breast or cervical cancer. Instead of
receiving the help they needed, the
women diagnosed with cancer under
this program were left to find treat-
ment for themselves. Unfortunately,
early detection is pointless unless it is
followed by immediate and vigorous
treatment.

To address this shortcoming, I joined
with Senators BARBARA MIKULSKI,
OLYMPIA SNOWE, and others to sponsor
legislation to allow individual states
the option of providing treatment
through their state Medicaid programs.
As enacted, the Breast and Cervical
Cancer Treatment Act provides en-
hanced federal matching funds to
states that choose to operate a treat-
ment plan for women diagnosed under
the CDC program. Instead of imposing
a new federal mandate, the bill offered
positive incentives and tangible fund-
ing options to those states whose popu-
lations are most in need.

Today, on the 1-year anniversary of
the enactment of this momentous leg-
islation, I’m proud to tell you that the
Act has been a great success. Over the
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course of the past year, thirty-three
states have already begun using the en-
hanced federal matching funds to pro-
vide treatment to women diagnosed
with breast or cervical cancer through
the CDC screening program. Women
across America are already benefiting
from treatment program in these thir-
ty-three states.

I am especially proud to note that
Rhode Island was one of the first to
join. In fact, Governor Lincoln Al-
mond, his wife Marilyn, and the Direc-
tor of Rhode Island’s Human Services
Department, Christine Ferguson, were
strong and tireless proponents of the
Breast and Cervical Cancer Treatment
Act. By leading the charge for this bill
at the state level, the Governor and his
Human Services Director highlighted
once again why Rhode Island has one of
the best health-care systems in the
country.

f

TRIBUTE TO MICHAEL LEE
SELVES

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Madam Presi-
dent, I would like to take this oppor-
tunity to pay tribute to Oregon native,
Michael Lee Selves, an American hero
and patriot whose distinguished service
to our Nation spanned 32 years. Mi-
chael’s life was tragically cut short on
September 11, 2001, when American Air-
lines flight 77 crashed into the Pen-
tagon. Michael Selves served this great
Nation as both an officer and civilian
with the United States Army. Mr.
Selves entered the Army in 1969, and
during his illustrious career selflessly
defended freedom at duty stations in
Europe, Korea, and across the United
States. Rising to the rank of Lieuten-
ant Colonel before leaving military
service, he was admired and respected
by superiors and subordinates alike as
a gifted and caring leader of soldiers.
His numerous decorations include the
Legion of Merit and three Meritorious
Service Medals.

As a Department of the Army civil-
ian, Mr. Selves brought his leadership
skills to the office of the Administra-
tive Assistant to the Secretary of the
Army. His vast skills were quickly rec-
ognized as he was appointed Director of
the Army’s Information Management
Support Center. Under his leadership, a
cohesive team of information tech-
nology professionals was formed that
produced the highest score for cus-
tomer satisfaction within the Pen-
tagon. The actions of his subordinates
in the hours immediately following the
attack on the Pentagon attests to his
leadership. Despite Mr. Selves’ ab-
sence, and extensive damage to the au-
tomation infrastructure, they were
able to restore services within 70 hours.

On behalf of his family and many
friends, let the record show that the
Congress of the United States of Amer-
ica honors the memory of Michael Lee
Selves and the ultimate sacrifice he
made for our grateful Nation. My
thoughts and prayers are with his fam-
ily members, especially his wife and

parents, Jack and Florence Selves, and
will remain with them in the months
to come.

f

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

SENATOR CORZINE’S RECORD

∑ Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President,
on financial matters, our colleague,
Mr. CORZINE, has an unparalleled
record. He worked his way to the top of
the financial world on his own merit.
He started as a bond trader and ended
up 20 years later as chairman and chief
executive officer of Goldman Sachs,
one of Fortune magazine’s 10 best com-
panies in America. In terms of econom-
ics and business, he knows of what he
speaks. After conquering the hurdles of
the financial world, he has brought his
expertise to the Senate. Albert Hunt
outlined JON CORZINE’s background and
philosophy on the economic stimulus
package being considered by Congress
in the Wall Street Journal on October
11, 2001, and I ask this article be print-
ed in the RECORD.

The article follows:
[From the Wall Street Journal, Thurs., Oct.

11, 2001]
A SENATOR WHO HAS MET A PAYROLL

POLITICS AND PEOPLE

(By Albert R. Hunt)
Which person is better for advice on stimu-

lating the economy: A professor who has
spent most of his adult life on the public
payroll, or a business executive who headed
one of the world’s most successful invest-
ment-banking firms?

Phil Gramm or Jon Corzine? These two
senators have decidedly different approaches
to an increasingly faltering economy in the
wake of last month’s terrorism.

Sen. Corzine, a freshman Democrat from
New Jersey who used to be chairman of Gold-
man Sachs, wants a $150-billion-a-year stim-
ulus package focused on security spending
initiatives and temporary tax cuts to boost
consumption. Republican Sen. Gramm, an
economics professor at Texas A&M before his
23 years in Congress, wants large and perma-
nent individual and corporate tax cuts di-
rected at upper-income Americans.

President George W. Bush moved toward
Mr. Gramm’s position when he declared addi-
tional stimulus should be limited to more
tax cuts.

This appeals to the GOP’s ‘‘pitchfork-and-
torch’’ crowd—indeed, Mr. Gramm is its in-
tellectual leader in Congress. But the
Corzine approach is eminently preferable. It
is closer to the goals articulated by congres-
sional budget committees, as well as the
public and private testimony of Federal Re-
serve Chairman Alan Greenspan and former
Treasury Secretary Bob Rubin: Economic
stimulus should pump money quickly into
the economy on a temporary basis, not ad-
versely affect longer-term fiscal discipline.
President Bush’s focus tax cuts fails those
tests; Sen. Gramm’s proposals are worse.

‘‘The overarching issue,’’ said Sen. Corzine
over breakfast this week, ‘‘is to get a lot of
fiscal stimulus now and avoid fiscal disaster
in the long term.’’

A corporate tax cut now, the investment-
banker-turned-senator notes, is misdirected:
It rewards previous investments more than
encouraging new ones. Better would be
short-term accelerated depreciation to en-
courage new investments.

The Bush administration is pushing a
‘‘middle class’’ tax cut to reduce the 27% tax
rate next year to 25%. That’s bogus. This
rate applies to everyone with taxable income
above $46,700. So for a construction worker
making $65,000, with $50,000 of taxable in-
come, the tax cut would total $66. But for
anyone making more than $150,000, with tax-
able income of over $112,850, it’d be a $1,300
tax cut.

As economic stimulus, this idea flounders
even more on efficacy than equity. Studies
demonstrate lower-income people spend
more of their disposable income, and what
this economy needs is more consumption.
Sen. Corzine, worth $400 million earlier this
year, rejects the GOP’s upper-income-ori-
ented tax cuts: ‘‘The wealthy, including my-
self, are not going to change spending habits
with such tax cuts.’’

Making new tax reductions permanent
would aggravate persistently high long-term
interest rates, he asserts. The opposition to
temporary tax cuts by the likes of Glenn
Hubbard, chairman of the president’s Council
of Economic Advisers, is situational; only a
few years ago Mr. Hubbard co-authored a
paper arguing ‘‘temporary investment incen-
tives can have even larger short-run impacts
on investment than permanent investment
incentives.’’

Further, the initiatives launched by the
White House would, Sen. Corzine notes,
‘‘give almost nothing to the people who’ve
been in the front lines—the cops, the firemen
who climbed those stairs at the World Trade
Center, the grunts who did the cleanup work.
That’s wrong.’’

Sen. Gramm questions whether extending
jobless claims ‘‘has anything to do with
stimulus.’’ It’s true the unemployed won’t
put any added money in the secret foreign
bank accounts Sen. Gramm has so eagerly
protected, but they’ll do something more
contributory with the money: They’ll spend
it. The stinginess of the Bush proposals on
this score is stunning. If the economic down-
turn is comparable to the recession of the
early 1990s, the president’s proposed $5 bil-
lion limited extended jobless claims would be
less than one-fifth the $28 billion spent on
such measures a decade ago, calculates Bob
Greenstein of the Center on Budget and Pol-
icy Priorities.

Sen. Corzine is sympathetic to support for
expanded jobless benefits and more health
insurance coverage for the unemployed—al-
though he doesn’t suggest, as the White
House does, that we should take some of it
out of the Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram. He thinks a better approach, however,
is temporary ‘‘revenue sharing’’ with fiscally
pressed state and local governments, which
would head off counterproductive budget
cuts or tax hikes. ‘‘If we don’t do this, much
of the stimulus at the federal level will be
cut away by state and local tax increases,’’
he says.

He favors major spending investments to
bolster the deteriorating economy, geared to
the terrorist threat. These include a new fed-
eral aviation authority air-control system;
major investments in transportation infra-
structure, such as bridges and tunnels (‘‘all
of which could be terrorist targets’’); and as-
sistance for more sophisticated communica-
tions systems for local police and fire de-
partments. These spending priorities, he de-
clares, should all be with an eye to greater
security.

The former banker is leery of bailing out
the myriad industries lining up at the fed-
eral trough. After a few changes he voted for
the airline bailout—‘‘there are tons of airline
jobs in New Jersey’’—but fears it wasn’t well
crafted. He’d make at least one exception:
You’ve got to do something for the insurance
industry, otherwise insurance rates will be
off the charts and unavailable.’’
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On tax cuts, he would support a tax rebate

for the lowest-income people—some 30 mil-
lion lower-income workers didn’t get any
cuts in the tax bill enacted this year—but is
pushing what he believes is much better
idea: a two year ‘‘holiday’’ on a portion of
employees’ payroll taxes. It would dispropor-
tionately go to those most likely to spend it
and, he argues, ‘‘have a much bigger ongoing
effect on stimulus than a one-shot rebate.’’

Jon Corzine agrees generally with his
former partner, Bob Rubin, on the shape of
any stimulus, but disagrees on the size. ‘‘Bob
is too cautious,’’ he worries. ‘‘If we’re too
cautious on the short end, it will come back
to haunt us on the back end.’’

But they’re in complete agreement that as
central as the need for short-term assistance
is the need for long-term fiscal discipline.
This is not possible without modifying the
huge tax cuts for the wealthy slated to take
effect over the next decade. Warns the
former top Wall Street executive: ‘‘If we
don’t change the back end of those tax cuts
we will have a fiscal train wreck no matter
what we do now.’’∑

f

RECOGNITION OF WORLD
POPULATION AWARENESS WEEK

∑ Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I
would like to take this time to recog-
nize the week of October 21–28 as
‘‘World Population Awareness Week.’’

Rapid population growth and urban-
ization have become catalysts for
many serious environmental problems.
They are applying substantial pres-
sures on infrastructure, manifested es-
pecially in pollution, transportation,
health, sanitation, and public safety
problems. These all make urbanization
an issue we cannot afford to ignore.
Cities and urban areas today occupy
only two percent of the earth’s land,
but contain half of the world’s popu-
lation and consume 75 percent of its re-
sources.

Therefore, it is important for us to
recognize the problems associated with
rapid population growth and urbaniza-
tion. Governor Lincoln Almond has
proclaimed the week of October 21–28
as ‘‘World Population Awareness
Week’’ in Rhode Island. I ask that Gov-
ernor Almond’s proclamation be print-
ed in the RECORD.

The material follows:
STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE

PLANTATIONS—GUBERNATORIAL PROCLAMA-
TION

Whereas, world population stands today at
more than 6.1 billion and increases by some
one billion every 13 years; and,

Whereas, the most significant feature of
the 20th century phenomenon of unprece-
dented world population growth was rapid
urbanization; and,

Whereas, cities and urban areas today oc-
cupy only 2% of the earth’s land, but contain
50% of its population and consume 75% of its
resources; and,

Whereas, the most rapid urban growth over
the next two decades is expected in cities
with populations ranging from 250,000 to one
million; and,

Whereas, along with advantages and amen-
ities, the rapid growth of cities leads to sub-
stantial pressure on their infrastructure,
manifested in sanitary, health and crime
problems, as well as deterring the provision
of basic social services; and,

Whereas, World Population Awareness
Week was proclaimed last year by Governors

of 32 states, as well as Mayors of more than
315 United State cities, and co-sponsored by
231 organizations in 63 countries; and,

Whereas, the theme of World Population
Awareness Week in 2001 is ‘‘Population and
the Urban Future’’; now,

Therefore, I, Lincoln Almond, Governor of
the State of Rhode Island and Providence
Plantations, do hereby proclaim, October 21–
28, 2001, as World Population Awareness
Week.∑

f

THE 100TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
MILTON FIRE DEPARTMENT

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, on No-
vember 14, 1901, after more than a dec-
ade of effort by a group of concerned
citizens, the Volunteer Fire Company
of Milton, Delaware was organized. The
Town Council elected Charles H. David-
son as the first Fire Chief, and 26 men
signed up as volunteer firefighters.
R.B. Hopkins was named President.

In remembering the founding of the
company, its current president, Lynn
Rogers, rightly noted that, although
the formal Ladies Auxiliary was not
organized until years later, the women
of Milton provided vital support to the
town’s fire service from the very start.

By a vote of 76 to 33, the citizens of
Milton voted to purchase a fire truck,
and the Town bought a Howe chemical
and water engine, with the then hefty
price tag of $1,250. In 1902, there was
another purchase, a Fire King hose
cart that can still be found at the Mil-
ton fire station today.

It wasn’t long before the resources of
the Milton Fire Company and its mem-
bers were tested to their fullest; a dis-
astrous fire struck the town in August
of 1909. In just four hours, with the fire-
fighters and the citizens working to-
gether against it, the fire raged
through the lower part of Milton, de-
stroying 18 buildings in the business
district.

It was the kind of devastation that
challenges the spirit and character of a
community, just as we have been chal-
lenged as a nation this fall. And in the
tradition of the American spirit and
the American character, Milton came
back, with its Fire Company helping to
lead the way.

The Milton Fire Department has
been a leader in the Delaware Volun-
teer Firemen’s Association from the
first meeting in 1921; the current Presi-
dent of the DVFA, Dale Callaway, is
from Milton. The Department’s leader-
ship has been marked by incredible
dedication, with officers who regularly
serve for 25 years or more. Just one of
many possible examples of this dedica-
tion, was when Linwood ‘‘Jim’’ Rogers
asked to be replaced after 41 years as
Treasurer, Denny Hughes took over,
and he continues to hold the office 23
years later.

Over the years, the Milton Fire De-
partment has grown with the town,
with a new building dedicated in 1950,
an additional property purchase in the
1960s and a renovation and addition in
the early 1980s. An ambulance service
has grown, from the first ambulance

purchase in 1948, to the dedication of
members of the Ladies Auxiliary in the
1970s, who took ambulance attendant
courses to ensure quality service.

Lynn Rogers made another comment
at the 100th anniversary celebration
that I would like to cite. He said, ‘‘The
fire service of Delaware is a family. We
no longer grow as one department; the
fire service grows together; we depend
on each other more every day, with the
specialized emergencies that we all
face.’’

Even beyond the family of our small
State, to the broader community of our
Nation, we have learned that lesson to-
gether in recent weeks—the depths of
our bond to one another, how we de-
pend on each other, and the debt and
support we owe to those we rely upon
in an emergency.

The great tradition of the fire service
is alive and well in Milton, DE, and as
we approach November 14th, the 100th
anniversary of the Milton Fire Depart-
ment, I am proud to share the pride of
Delaware, and to convey the congratu-
lations of the United States Senate, to
Chief Jack Hudson, President Lynn
Rogers and all the members and friends
of the Milton Fire Department and La-
dies Auxiliary.

f

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE
At 12:07 p.m., a message from the

House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bills, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 980. An act to establish the Moccasin
Bend National Historic Site in the State of
Tennessee as a unit of the National Park
System.

H.R. 1814. An act to amend the National
Trails System Act to designate the
Metacomet-Monadnock-Sunapee-
Mattabesett Trail extending through west-
ern New Hampshire, western Massachusetts,
and central Connecticut for study for poten-
tial addition to the National Trials System.

H.R. 2792. An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to authorize the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to make service dogs avail-
able to disabled veterans and to make var-
ious other improvements in health care ben-
efits provided by the Department of Veterans
Affairs, and for other purposes.

H.R. 2899. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to issue War Bonds in
support of recovery and response efforts re-
lating to the September 11, 2001 hijackings
and attacks on the Pentagon and the World
Trade Center, and for other purposes.

H.R. 2924. An act to provide authority to
the Federal Power Marketing Administra-
tions to reduce vandalism and destruction of
property, and for other purposes.

H.R. 2925. An act to amend the Reclama-
tion Recreation Management Act of 1992 in
order to provide for the security of dams, fa-
cilities, and resources under the jurisdiction
of the Bureau of Reclamation.

H.R. 3086. An act to provide the Secretary
of Education with specific waiver authority
to respond to conditions in the national
emergency declared by the President of the
United States on September 14, 2001.

H.R. 3160. An act to amend the
Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty
Act of 1996 with respect to the responsibil-
ities of the Secretary of Health and Human
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Services regarding biological agents and tox-
ins, and to amend title 18, United States
Code, with respect to such agents and toxins.

H.R. 3162. An act to deter and punish ter-
rorist acts in the United States and around
the world, to enhance law enforcement inves-
tigatory tools, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolution, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate.

H. Con. Res. 184. Concurrent resolution
providing for a National Day of Reconcili-
ation.

At 5:38 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bill, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 3090. An act to provide tax incentives
for economic recovery.

The message also announced that
pursuant to section 8162(c)(3) of Public
Law 106–79, the Speaker appoints the
following Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives to the Dwight D. Eisen-
hower Memorial Commission: Mr.
THORNBERRY of Texas, Mr. MORAN of
Kansas, Mr. MOORE of Kansas, and Mr.
BOSWELL of Iowa.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The following enrolled bills, pre-
viously signed by the Speaker, were
signed by the President pro tempore
(Mr. BYRD) on October 24, 2001:

H.R. 146. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to study the suitability and
feasibility of designating the Great Falls
Historic District in Paterson, New Jersey, as
a unit of the National Park System, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 182. An act to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act to designate a segment of
the Eight Mile River in the State of Con-
necticut for study for potential addition to
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System,
and for other purposes.

H.R. 1000. An act to adjust the boundary of
the William Howard Taft National Historic
Site in the State of Ohio, to authorize an ex-
change of land in connection with the his-
toric site, and for other purposes.

H.R. 1161. An act to authorize the Amer-
ican Friends of the Czech Republic to estab-
lish a memorial to honor Tomas G.Masaryk
in the District of Columbia.

H.R. 1668. An act to authorize the Adams
Memorial foundation to establish a com-
memorative work on Federal land in the Dis-
trict of Columbia and its environs to honor
former President John Adams and his fam-
ily.

H.R. 2904. An act to authorize the Adams
Memorial Foundation to establish a com-
memorative work on Federal land in the Dis-
trict of Columbia and its environs to honor
former President John Adams and his fam-
ily.

f

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and the second times by unanimous
consent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 980. An act to establish the Moccasin
Bend National Historic Site in the State of
Tennessee as a unit of the National Park
System; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

H.R. 1814. An act to amend the National
Trails System Act to designate the

Metacomet-Monadnock-Sunapee-
Mattabesett Trail extending through west-
ern New Hampshire, western Massachusetts,
and central Connecticut for study for poten-
tial addition to the National Trails System;
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

H.R. 2792. An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to authorize the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to make service dogs avail-
able to disabled veterans and to make var-
ious other improvements in health care ben-
efits provided by the Department of Veterans
Affairs, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

H.R. 2899. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to issue War Bonds in
support of recovery and response efforts re-
lating to the September 11, 2001 hijackings
and attacks on the Pentagon and the World
Trade Center, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

H.R. 3086. An act to provide the Secretary
of Education with specific waiver authority
to respond to conditions in the national
emergency declared by the President of the
United States on September 14, 2001; to the
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

H.R. 3090. An act to provide tax incentives
for economic recovery; to the Committee on
Finance.

The following concurrent resolution
was read, and referred as indicated:

H. Con. Res. 184. Concurrent resolution
providing for a National Day of Reconcili-
ation; to the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration.

f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. HELMS (for himself, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. DURBIN,
Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. KYL, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. HAGEL, Mr.
MCCAIN, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. MCCON-
NELL, Mr. FRIST, Mr. DEWINE, Mr.
VOINOVICH, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. HATCH,
Mr. LOTT, and Mr. ENZI):

S. 1572. A bill to endorse the vision of fur-
ther enlargement of the NATO Alliance ar-
ticulated by President George W. Bush on
June 15, 2001, and by former President Wil-
liam J. Clinton on October 22, 1996, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

f

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
S. 1482

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1482, a bill to consolidate and revise
the authority of the Secretary of Agri-
culture relating to protection of ani-
mal health.

S. 1538

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
BROWNBACK) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1538, a bill to further continued
economic viability in the communities
on the High Plains by promoting sus-
tainable groundwater management of
the Ogallala Aquifer.

AMENDMENT NO. 1843

At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE, his
name was added as a cosponsor of

amendment No. 1843 intended to be pro-
posed to H.R. 2506, a bill making appro-
priations for foreign operations, export
financing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. HELMS (for himself, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. LUGAR, Mr.
DURBIN, Mr. SMITH of Oregon,
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. KYL, Mr.
ALLEN, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. MCCAIN,
Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. MCCON-
NELL, Mr. FRIST, Mr. DEWINE,
Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. GRASSLEY,
Mr. HATCH, Mr. LOTT, and Mr.
ENZI):

S. 1572. A bill to endorse the vision of
further enlargement of the NATO Alli-
ance articulated by President George
W. Bush on June 15, 2001, and by former
President William J. Clinton on Octo-
ber 22, 1996, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself, Senator LIEBERMAN, Senator
LUGAR, Senator DURBIN, and fourteen
other of our colleagues I send to the
desk a bill entitled the Freedom Con-
solidation Act of 2001. An identical bill
is being introduced simultaneously in
the House of Representatives by Con-
gressmen DOUG BEREUTER, TOM LAN-
TOS, and others.

The Freedom Consolidation Act reaf-
firms what I believe to be a strong and
bipartisan Congressional commitment
to NATO enlargement. Focusing on the
NATO Alliance’s Prague summit in No-
vember of 2002, the bill endorses the vi-
sion of a Europe whole, undivided, free
and secure. Indeed, this bipartisan vi-
sion has guided U.S. policy toward Eu-
rope for the last fifty years.

It’s a vision that President Clinton
helped to make a reality through the
integration of Poland, the Czech Re-
public and Hungary into NATO.

It is also a vision so powerfully re-
affirmed by President George W. Bush
in Warsaw this past June.

Some hoped that the tragic events of
September 11 would weaken the NATO
Alliance. In fact, quite the opposite has
happened. It has reinvigorated aware-
ness on both sides of the Atlantic that
NATO, an organization of collective de-
fense, remains vital to the interests
and values of the community of democ-
racies. Moreover, the atrocities of Sep-
tember 11 have reaffirmed the need for
the Alliance to move decisively for-
ward on its agenda of enlargement,
military modernization, and enhance-
ments of its capacities against weapons
of mass destruction.

Today, we can build on NATO’s fifty
years of joint military planning, train-
ing, and operations as the foundation
for U.S. and European cooperation in
the war against terrorism. Consoli-
dating the zone of peace, democracy
and security in Europe should be the
cornerstone of our integrated global
strategy against the threats of the 21st
century.
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NATO enlargement must, thus, re-

main a leading priority of American
foreign policy.

Recently, the heads of state of Euro-
pean democracies seeking NATO mem-
bership gathered in Sofia, Bulgaria, to
explore how they can more effectively
contribute to Euro-Atlantic security.
Even more important is the fact that
these democracies are conducting
themselves today as de facto members
of the NATO Alliance. Their troops
stand shoulder to shoulder with U.S.
forces keeping the peace in the Bal-
kans. They were among the first to
offer their services, including not only
the use of their bases, but even the de-
ployment of their own troops in this
war against terrorism.

The most recent round of NATO en-
largement, which was ratified by the
Senate with an overwhelming 80 votes,
has proven to be a success. Polish,
Czech, and Hungarian membership
have strengthened the Alliance. Their
integration into NATO has enhanced
European security and stability. And
contrary to NATO nay-sayers their in-
tegration into NATO has helped to nor-
malize not only their bilateral rela-
tionships with Russia, but also rela-
tions between Russia and the West.

I am confident that the Alliance’s
summit in Prague next year will ini-
tiate the next round of enlargement,
which will strengthen the Alliance. It
will help reverse the historic wrongs of
Yalta, and it will bring us that much
closer to fulfilling the vision of a Eu-
rope, whole, free and secure.

I urge my colleagues to consider sup-
porting the Freedom Consolidation Act
of 2001, and I urge them to do so.

f

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND
PROPOSED

SA 1922. Mr. WELLSTONE (for himself and
Mrs. BOXER) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 2506, making appropriations for for-
eign operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other purposes.

SA 1923. Mr. WELLSTONE proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1924. Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. INHOFE)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,
supra.

SA 1925. Mr. REID (for Mr. LEAHY (for him-
self, Mr. MCCONNELL, and Mr. VOINOVICH))
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,
supra.

SA 1926. Mr. MCCONNELL (for himself, Mr.
LEAHY, and Mr. HELMS) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1927. Mr. REID (for Mr. LEAHY (for him-
self and Mr. MCCONNELL)) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1928. Mr. REID (for Mr. LEAHY (for him-
self, Mr. HARKIN, and Mr. MCCONNELL)) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,
supra.

SA 1929. Mr. REID (for Mr. LEAHY (for him-
self and Mr. MCCONNELL)) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1930. Mr. REID (for Mr. LEAHY (for him-
self and Mr. MCCONNELL)) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1931. Mr. REID (for Mr. LEAHY (for him-
self and Mr. MCCONNELL)) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1932. Mr. MCCONNELL proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1933. Mr. MCCONNELL proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1934. Mr. REID (for Mr. LEAHY (for him-
self and Mr. MCCONNELL)) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1935. Mr. REID (for Mr. LEAHY (for him-
self and Mr. MCCONNELL)) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1936. Mr. MCCONNELL (for himself, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. BROWNBACK, and Mrs. CLINTON)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,
supra.

SA 1937. Mr. REID (for Mr. WELLSTONE)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,
supra.

SA 1938. Mr. REID (for Mr. WELLSTONE (for
himself and Mrs. BOXER)) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1939. Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. STE-
VENS (for himself and Mr . INOUYE)) proposed
an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1940. Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. DOMENICI, and Mrs. CLIN-
TON) proposed an amendment to the bill H.R.
2506, supra.

SA 1941. Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. DOMENICI, and
Mrs. CLINTON) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1942. Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. HELMS) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,
supra.

SA 1943. Mr. LEAHY (for himself and Mr.
MCCONNELL) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1944. Mr. LEAHY (for himself and Mr.
MCCONNELL) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1945. Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. MCCONNELL
(for himself and Mr. LEAHY)) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1946. Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. MCCONNELL)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,
supra.

SA 1947. Mr. LEAHY (for Ms. MIKULSKI)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,
supra.

SA 1948. Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. SMITH, of Or-
egon (for himself, Mr. HATCH, and Mr.
HELMS)) proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1949. Mr. SPECTER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1950. Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr.
HAGEL, Mr. DODD, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. KYL, and
Mr. GRASSLEY) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1951. Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself and
Mr. WELLSTONE) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1952. Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself and
Mr. BAUCUS) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1953. Mr. REID (for Mr. DODD) proposed
an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1954. Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. DURBIN) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,
supra.

SA 1955. Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. HELMS
(for himself and Mr. MCCONNELL)) proposed
an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1956. Mr. LEAHY (for himself and Mr.
MCCONNELL) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1957. Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. BYRD) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,
supra.

SA 1958. Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. FRIST
(for himself, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. HELMS, and
Mr. FEINGOLD)) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1959. Mr. DODD (for himself and Mrs.
HUTCHISON) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1960. Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mrs.
HUTCHISON (for himself and Mr. INOUYE)) pro-

posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,
supra.

SA 1961. Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. BINGAMAN)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,
supra.

SA 1962. Mr. LEAHY (for himself and Mr.
DASCHLE) proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1963. Mr. LEAHY (for Ms. STABENOW)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,
supra.

SA 1964. Mr. LEAHY (for Ms. LANDRIEU)
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,
supra.

SA 1965. Mr. MCCONNELL proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1966. Mr. MCCONNELL proposed an
amendment to amendment SA 1921 sub-
mitted by Mr. Brownback and intended to be
proposed to the bill (H.R. 2506) supra.

SA 1967. Mr. MCCONNELL (for himself and
Mr. SARBANES) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

SA 1968. Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. SMITH, of Or-
egon (for himself and Mr. WYDEN)) proposed
an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, supra.

f

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS

SA 1922. Mr. WELLSTONE (for him-
self and Mrs. BOXER) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, mak-
ing appropriations for foreign oper-
ations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

It is the sense of the Senate that—
(1) Afghanistan’s neighbors should reopen

their borders to allow for the safe passage of
refugees, and the international community
must be prepared to contribute to the eco-
nomic costs incurred by the flight of des-
perate Afghan civilians;

(2) as the United States engages in mili-
tary action in Afghanistan, it must work to
deliver assistance, particularly through
overland truck convoys, and safe humani-
tarian access to affected populations, in
partnership with humanitarian agencies in
quantities sufficient to alleviate a large
scale humanitarian catastrophe; and

(3) the United States should contribute to
efforts by the international community to
provide long-term, sustainable reconstruc-
tion and development assistance for the peo-
ple of Afghanistan, including efforts to pro-
tect the basic human rights of women and
children.

SA 1923. Mr. WELLSTONE proposed
an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,
making appropriations for foreign op-
erations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

At the appropriate place insert:
SEC. . UZBEKISTAN.

REPORTS.—Not later than three months
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
and then six months thereafter, the Sec-
retary of State shall submit to the appro-
priate Congressional committees on the fol-
lowing:

(1) The defense article, defense services,
and financial assistance provided by the
United States to Uzberkistan during the six-
month period ending on the date of such re-
port.

(2) the use during such period of defense ar-
ticles and defense services provided by the
United States by units of the Uzbek armed
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forces, border guards, Ministry of National
Security, or Ministry of Internal Affairs.

(3) The extent to which any units referred
to in paragraph (2) engaged in Human rights
violations, or violations of international law,
during such period.

SA 1924. Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr.
INHOFE) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 2506, making appropriations
for foreign operations, export financ-
ing, and related programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes; as follows;

On page 125 line 16, before the period at the
end of the line insert the following: ‘‘: Pro-
vided further, That, of the funds appropriated
under this heading, up to $100,000 should be
made available for an assessment of the
causes of the flooding along the Volta River
in Accra, Ghana, and to make recommenda-
tions for solving the problem’’.

SA 1925. Mr. REID (for Mr. LEAHY
(for himself, Mr. MCCONNELL, and Mr.
VOINOVICH)) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 2506, making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 133, line 17, after ‘‘States’’ insert
the following: ‘‘, of which not to exceed
$28,000,000 shall be available for the cost, as
defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, of modifying direct loans
and guarantees for the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia’’.

SA 1926. Mr. MCCONNELL (for himself,
Mr. LEAHY, and Mr. HELMS) proposed
an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,
making appropriations for foreign op-
erations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

On page 229, line 12, after ‘‘steps’’ insert
the following: ‘‘, additional to those under-
taken in fiscal year 2001,’’.

On page 229, line 16, strike everything after
‘‘(3)’’ through ‘‘law’’ on line 17, and insert in
lieu thereof: ‘‘taking steps, additional to
those undertaken in fiscal year 2001, to im-
plement policies which reflect a respect for
minority rights and the rule of law, includ-
ing the release of all political prisoners from
Serbian jails and prisons.’’.

SA 1927. Mr. REID (for Mr. LEAHY
(for himself and Mr. MCCONNELL)) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R.
2506, making appropriations for foreign
operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2002, and for other
purposes; as follows:

On page 176, line 15, strike ‘‘$14,500,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$15,500,000’’.

SA 1928. Mr. REID (for Mr. LEAHY
(for himself, Mr. HARKIN, and Mr.
MCCONNELL)) proposed an amendment
to the bill H.R. 2506, making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert:

DISABILITY ACCESS

SEC. . Housing that is constructed with
funds appropriated by this Act to carry out

the provisions of chapter 1 of part I and
chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, and to carry out the provisions of
the Support for East European Democracy
(SEED) Act of 1989, shall to the maximum
extent feasible, be wheelchair accessible.

SA 1929. Mr. REID (for Mr. LEAHY
(for himself and Mr. MCCONNELL)) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R.
2506, making appropriations for foreign
operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2002, and for other
purposes; as follows:

On page 142, line 18, after ‘‘That’’, insert
the following: ‘‘of the amount appropriated
under this heading, not less than $101,000,000
shall be made available for Bolivia, and not
less than $35,000,000 shall be made available
for Ecuador: Provided further, That’’.

On page 142, line 25, strike everything after
‘‘with’’ through ‘‘General’’ on page 143, line
1, and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency and the Director of the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention’’.

On page 143, line 6, strike ‘‘according to
the’’ and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘in accord-
ance with Colombian laws and regulations,
and’’.

On page 143, line 10, strike ‘‘in place’’ and
insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘being utilized’’.

On page 143, line 12, after ‘‘and’’ insert:
‘‘to’’.

On page 216, line 14, strike ‘‘concerning’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘, including the
identity of the person suspended and’’.

SA 1930. Mr. REID (for Mr. LEAHY
(for himself and Mr. MCCONNELL)) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R.
2506, making appropriations for foreign
operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2002, and for other
purposes; as follows:

On page 127, line 12, strike everything after
‘‘rehabilitation’’ through ‘‘Maluka’’ on line
13, and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘and recon-
struction, political reconciliation, and re-
lated activities in Aceh, Papua, West Timor,
and the Malukus’’.

On page 220, line 23, after ‘‘Indonesia’’ in-
sert the following: ‘‘, including imposing just
punishment for those involved in the mur-
ders of American citizen Carlos Caceres and
two other United Nations humanitarian
workers in West Timor on September 6,
2000’’.

On page 221, lines 17 and 18, strike ‘‘having
in place a functioning system for’’.

On page 221, lines 19 and 20, strike ‘‘that
fund activities’’.

SA 1931. Mr. REID (for Mr. LEAHY
(for himself and Mr. MCCONNELL)) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R.
2506, making appropriations for foreign
operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2002, and for other
purposes; as follows:

On page 128, line 9, insert the following:
LAOS

Of the funds appropriated under the head-
ings ‘‘Child Survival and Health Programs
Fund’’ and ‘‘Development Assistance’’,
$5,000,000 should be made available for Laos:
Provided, That funds made available in the
previous proviso should be made available
only through nongovernmental organiza-
tions,

SA 1932. Mr. McCONNELL proposed
an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,

making appropriations for foreign op-
erations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

On page 127, line 19, strike ‘‘should’’ and in-
sert in lieu thereof ‘‘shall’’.

SA 1933. Mr. McCONNELL proposed
an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,
making appropriations for foreign op-
erations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

On page 127, line 26, after ‘‘law:’’ insert the
following: ‘‘Provided further, That none of the
funds appropriated by this Act may be used
to provide humanitarian assistance inside
Burma by any individual, group, or associa-
tion unless the Secretary of State certifies
and reports to the Committees on Appropria-
tions that the provision of such assistance
includes the direct involvement of the demo-
cratically elected National League for De-
mocracy:’’.

SA 1934. Mr. REID (for Mr. LEAHY
(for himself and Mr. MCCONNELL)) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R.
2506, making appropriations for foreign
operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2002, and for other
purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

COMMUNITY-BASED POLICE ASSISTANCE

SEC. . (a) AUTHORITY.—Funds made avail-
able to carry out the provisions of chapter 1
of part I and chapter 4 of part II of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, may be used,
notwithstanding section 660 of that Act, to
enhance the effectiveness and accountability
of civilian police authority in Jamaica
through training and technical assistance in
internationally recognized human rights, the
rule of law, strategic planning, and through
the promotion of civilian police roles that
support democratic governance including
programs to prevent conflict and foster im-
proved police relations with the commu-
nities they serve.

(b) REPORT.—Twelve months after the ini-
tial obligation of funds for Jamaica for ac-
tivities authorized under subsection (a), the
Administrator of the United States Agency
for International Development shall submit
a report to the appropriate congressional
committees describing the progress the pro-
gram is making toward improving police re-
lations with the communities they serve and
institutionalizing an effective community-
based police program.

(c) NOTIFICATION.—Assistance provided
under subsection (a) shall be subject to the
regular notification procedures of the Com-
mittees on Appropriations.

SA 1935. Mr. REID (for Mr. LEAHY
(for himself and Mr. MCCONNELL)) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R.
2506, making appropriations for foreign
operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2002, and for other
purposes; as follows:

On page 179, line 7, after ‘‘democracy’’ in-
sert ‘‘, human rights’’.

On page 179, line 8, after ‘‘which’’ insert:
‘‘not less than $5,000,000 should be made
available for the Human Rights and Democ-
racy Fund of the Bureau of Democracy,
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Human Rights and Labor, Department of
State, for such activities, and of which’’.

SA 1936. Mr. MCCONNELL (for him-
self, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. BROWNBACK, and
Mrs. CLINTON) proposed an amendment
to the bill H.R. 2506, making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert:
SEC. . SEPTEMBER 11 DEMOCRACY AND HUMAN

RIGHTS PROGRAMS.
Of the funds appropriated by this Act

under the heading ‘‘Economic Support
Fund’’, not less than $15,000,000 shall be made
available for programs and activities to fos-
ter democracy, human rights, press free-
doms, and the rule of law in countries with
a significant Muslim population, and where
such programs and activities would be im-
portant to United States efforts to respond
to, deter, or prevent acts of international
terrorism: Provided, That funds appropriated
under this section should support new initia-
tives or bolster ongoing programs and activi-
ties in those countries: Provided further, that
not less than $2,000,000 of such funds shall be
made available for programs and activities
that train emerging Afghan women leaders
in civil society development and democracy
building: Provided further, That not less than
$10,000,000 of such funds shall be made avail-
able for the Human Rights and Democracy
Fund of the Bureau of Democracy Human
Rights and Labor, Department of State, for
such activities: Provided further, That funds
made available pursuant to the authority of
this section shall be subject to the regular
notification procedures of the Committees
on Appropriations.

SA 1937. Mr. REID (for Mr.
WELLSTONE) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 2506, making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill insert:
SEC. . UZBEKISTAN.

REPORTS.—Not later than three months
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
and six months thereafter, the Secretary of
State shall submit a report to the appro-
priate congressional committees describing
the following:

(1) The defense articles, defense services,
and financial assistance provided by the
United States to Uzbekistan during the six-
month period ending on the date of such re-
port.

(2) The use during such period of defense
articles and defense services provided by the
United States by units of the Uzbek armed
forces, border guards, Ministry of National
Security, or Ministry of Internal Affairs.

(3) The extent to which any units referred
to in paragraph (2) engaged in human rights
violations, or violations of international law,
during such period.

SA 1938. Mr. REID (for Mr.
WELLSTONE (for himself and Mrs.
BOXER)) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 2506, making appropriations
for foreign operations, export financ-
ing, and related programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes; as follows:
SEC. . HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE FOR AF-

GHANISTAN.
It is the sense of the Senate that:

(1) Afghanistan’s neighbors should reopen
their borders to allow for the safe passage of
refugees, and the international community
must be prepared to contribute to the eco-
nomic costs incurred by the flight of des-
perate Afghan civilians;

(2) as the United States engages in mili-
tary action in Afghanistan, it must work to
deliver assistance, particularly through
overland truck convoys, and safe humani-
tarian access to affected populations, in
partnership with humanitarian agencies in
quantities sufficient to alleviate a large
scale humanitarian catastrophe; and

(3) the United States should contribute to
efforts by the international community to
provide long-term, sustainable reconstruc-
tion and development assistance for the peo-
ple of Afghanistan, including efforts to pro-
tect the basic human rights of women and
children.

SA 1939. Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr.
STEVENS (for himself and Mr. INOUYE))
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 2506, making appropriations for
foreign operations, export financing,
and related programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes; as follows:

On page 153 line 7, after the colon insert
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the
funds appropriated by this paragraph, not
less than $2,300,000 shall be made available
for assistance for Thailand:’’.

SA 1940. Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. DOMENICI, and Mrs.
CLINTON) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 2506, making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE

IMPORTANT ROLE OF WOMEN IN
THE FUTURE RECONSTRUCTION OF
AFGHANISTAN.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that:
(1) Prior to the rise of the Taliban in 1996,

women throughout Afghanistan enjoyed
greater freedoms, compromising 70 percent
of school teachers, 50 percent of civilian gov-
ernment workers, and 40 percent of doctors
in Kabul.

(2) In Taliban-controlled areas of Afghani-
stan, women have been banished from the
work force, schools have been closed to girls
and women expelled from universities,
women have been prohibited from leaving
their homes unless accompanied by a close
male relative, and publicly visible windows
of women’s houses have been ordered to be
painted black.

(3) In Taliban-controlled areas of Afghani-
stan, women have been forced to wear the
burqa (or chadari)—which completely
shrouds the body, leaving only a small mesh-
covered opening through which to see.

(4) In Taliban-controlled areas of Afghani-
stan, women and girls have been prohibited
from being examined by male physicians
while at the same time, most female doctors
and nurses have been prohibited from work-
ing.

(5) In Taliban-controlled areas of Afghani-
stan, women have been brutally beaten, pub-
licly flogged, and killed for violating Taliban
decrees.

(6) The United States and the United Na-
tions have never recognized the Taliban as
the legitimate government of Afghanistan,
in part, because of their horrific treatment
of women and girls.

(7) Afghan women and children now make
up 75 percent of the millions of Afghan refu-
gees living in neighboring countries in sub-
standard conditions with little food and vir-
tually no clean water or sanitation.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—

(1) Afghan women organizations must be
included in planning the future reconstruc-
tion of Afghanistan.

(2) Future governments in Afghanistan
should work to achieve the following goals:

(A) The effective participation of women in
all civil, economic, and social life.

(B) The right of women to work.
(C) The right of women and girls to an edu-

cation without discrimination and the re-
opening of schools to women and girls at all
levels of education.

(D) The freedom of movement of women
and girls.

(E) Equal access of women and girls to
health facilities.

SA 1941. Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. DOMENICI,
and Mrs. CLINTON) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 2506, making ap-
propriations for foreign operations, ex-
port financing, and related programs
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE CONDEMNING

SUICIDE BOMBINGS AS A TERRORIST
ACT.

(a) FINDINGS,—The Senate finds that:
(1) Suicide bombings have killed and in-

jured countless people throughout the world.
(2) Suicide bombings and the resulting

death and injury demean the importance of
human life.

(3) There are no circumstances under
which suicide bombings can be justified, in-
cluding considerations of a political, philo-
sophical, ideological, racial, ethnic, religious
or other similar nature.

(4) Religious leaders, including the highest
Muslim authority in Saudi Arabia, the
Grand Mufti, have spoken out against sui-
cide bombings.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—

(1) Suicide bombings are a horrific form of
terrorism that must be universally con-
demned.

(2) the United Nations should specifically
condemn all suicide bombings by resolution.

SA 1942. Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. HELMS)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 2506, making appropriations for
foreign operations, export financing,
and related programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes; as follows:

On page 142, line 21, after the colon, insert
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the
amount appropriated under this heading, up
to $2,000,000 should be made available to sup-
port democracy-building activities in Ven-
ezuela:’’.

SA 1943. Mr. LEAHY (for himself and
Mr. MCCONNELL) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 2506, making ap-
propriations for foreign operations, ex-
port financing, and related programs
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 130, line 4, strike ‘‘September 30,
2003’’, and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘expended’’.
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SA 1944. Mr. LEAHY (for himself and

Mr. MCCONNELL) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 2506, making ap-
propriations for foreign operations, ex-
port financing, and related programs
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new section:

AUTHORIZATIONS

SEC. . The Secretary of the Treasury may,
to fulfill commitments of the United States,
contribute on behalf of the United States to
the seventh replenishment of the resources
of the Asian Development Fund, a special
fund of the Asian Development Bank, and to
the fifth replenishment of the resources of
the International Fund for Agriculture De-
velopment. The following amounts are au-
thorized to be appropriated without fiscal
year limitation for payment by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury: $412,000,000 for the
Asian Development Fund and $30,000,000 for
the International Fund for Agricultural De-
velopment.

SA 1945. Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. MCCON-
NELL (for himself and Mr. LEAHY) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R.
2506, making appropriations for foreign
operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2002, and for other
purposes; as follows:

On page 133, line 8 insert before the period:
‘‘: Provided further, That of the funds appro-
priated under this heading, not less than
$250,000 should be made available for assist-
ance for the Documentation Center of Cam-
bodia:

Provided further, That not later than 60
days after the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of State shall report to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations on a 3-year fund-
ing strategy for the Documentation Center
of Cambodia’’.

SA 1946. Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. MCCON-
NELL) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 2506, making appropriations
for foreign operations, export financ-
ing, and related programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes; as follows:

On page 136, line 24 strike ‘‘$25,000,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$35,000,000’’.

SA 1947. Mr. LEAHY (for Ms. MIKUL-
SKI) proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 2506, making appropriations for
foreign operations, and related pro-
grams for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes;
as follows:

On page 190, between line 14 and 15, insert
the follow new subsection:

(f) SMALL BUSINESS.—In entering into mul-
tiple award indefinite-quantity contracts
with funds appropriated by this Act, the
United States Agency for International De-
velopment may provide an exception to the
fair opportunity process for placing task or-
ders under such contracts when the order is
placed with any category of small or small
disadvantaged business.

SA 1948. Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. SMITH
of Oregon (for himself, Mr. HATCH, and
Mr. HELMS)) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 2506, making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the

fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 232, between lines 23 and 24, insert
the following:
DISCRIMINATION AGAINST MINORITY RELIGIOUS

FAITHS IN THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION

SEC. 581. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
made available for the Government of the
Russian Federation after the date that is 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, unless the President determines and
certifies in writing to the Committee on Ap-
propriations and the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate and the Committee
on Appropriations and the Committee on
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives that the Government of the
Russian Federation has not implemented
any statute, executive order, regulation, or
other similar government action that would
discriminate, or would have as its principal
effect discrimination, against religious
groups or religious communities in the Rus-
sian Federation in violation of accepted
international agreements on human rights
and religious freedoms to which the Russian
Federation is a party.

SA 1949. Mr. SPECTER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill H.R. 2506, making ap-
propriations for foreign operations, ex-
port financing, and related programs
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

The Senate Finds that—
Currently 106 Federal judgeships are va-

cant, representing 12.3 percent of the Federal
judiciary;

40 of those vacancies have been declared
‘‘judicial emergencies’’ by the Administra-
tive Office of the Courts;

Last year, at the adjournment of the 106th
Congress, 67 vacancies existed, representing
7.9 percent of the judiciary;

In May 2000, when there were 76 Federal ju-
dicial vacancies, Senator Daschle stated,
‘‘The failure to fill these vacancies is strain-
ing our Federal court system and delaying
justice for people all across this country’’;

In January 1998, when there were 82 Fed-
eral judicial vacancies, Senator Leahy stat-
ed, ‘‘Any week in which the Senate does not
confirm three judges is a week in which the
Senate is failing to address the vacancy cri-
sis’’;

The events of September 11, 2001, make it
more important than ever that the branches
of the Federal Government should operate at
maximum efficiency which requires the Fed-
eral judiciary to be as close to full strength
as possible;

100 percent of President Reagan’s judicial
nominees sent to the Senate prior to the 1981
August recess were confirmed during his
first year in office;

100 percent of President George H.W.
Bush’s judicial nominees sent to the Senate
prior to the 1989 August recess were con-
firmed during his first year in office;

93 percent of President Clinton’s judicial
nominees sent to the Senate prior to the 1993
August recess were confirmed during his
first year in office;

President George W. Bush nominated and
sent to the Senate 44 judicial nominees prior
to the 2001 August recess;

21 of all pending nominees have been nomi-
nated to fill ‘‘judicial emergencies’’; and

The Senate has confirmed only 12 judicial
nominees to date, which represents 27 per-
cent of President Bush’s judicial nomina-
tions sent to the Senate prior to the 2001 Au-
gust recess:

It is the sense of the Senate that (1) prior
to the end of the first session of the 107th
Congress, the Committee on the Judiciary
shall hold hearings on, and the Committee
on the Judiciary and the full Senate shall
have votes on, at a minimum, the judicial
nominations sent to the Senate by the Presi-
dent prior to August 4, 2001, and (2) the
standard for approving pre-August recess ju-
dicial nominations for past administrations
should be the standard for this and future
administrations regardless of political party.

SA 1950. Mr. GRAHAM (for himself,
Mr. HAGEL, Mr. DODD, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr.
KYL, and Mr. GRASSLEY) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, mak-
ing appropriations for foreign oper-
ations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

On page 142, line 17, strike ‘‘$567,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘$731,000,000, of which, $164,000,000
shall be derived from reductions in amounts
otherwise appropriated in this act.’’

SA 1951. Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself
and Mr. WELLSTONE) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, mak-
ing appropriations for foreign oper-
ations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

On page 143, beginning on line 9, strike
‘‘and (3)’’ and all that follows through the
colon and insert the following: ‘‘(3) effective
mechanisms are in place to evaluate claims
of local citizens that their health was
harmed or their licit agricultural crops were
damaged by such aerial coca fumigation, and
provide fair compensation for meritorious
claims; and (4) within 6 months of the enact-
ment of this provision alternative develop-
ment programs have been developed, in con-
sultation with communities and local au-
thorities in the departments in which such
aerial coca fumigation is planned, and in the
departments in which such aerial fumigation
has been conducted, such programs are being
implemented within 6 months of the enact-
ment of this provision.’’

SA 1952. Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself
and Mr. BAUCUS) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 2506, making ap-
propriations for foreign operations, ex-
port financing, and related programs
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill insert
the following sections:
SEC. . COST OF LIVING ADJUSTMENT FOR MEM-

BERS OF CONGRESS.
Notwithstanding any other provision of

law, no adjustment shall be made under sec-
tion 601(a) of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 31) (relating to cost of
living adjustments for Members of Congress)
during fiscal year 2002.

SA 1953. Mr. REID (for Mr. DODD)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 2506, making appropriations for
foreign operations, export financing,
and related programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes; as follows:

On page 232, between lines 23 and 24, insert
the following:
INCREASED PEACE CORPS PRESENCE IN MUSLIM

COUNTRIES

SEC. 581.(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the
following findings:
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(1) In the aftermath of the terrorist at-

tacks of September 11, 2001, it is more impor-
tant than ever to foster peaceful relation-
ships with citizens of predominantly Muslim
countries.

(2) One way to foster understanding be-
tween citizens of predominantly Muslim
countries and the United States is to send
United States citizens to work with citizens
of Muslim countries on constructive projects
in their home countries.

(3) The Peace Corps mission as stated by
Congress in the Peace Corps Act is to pro-
mote world peace and friendship.

(4) Within that mission, the Peace Corps
has three goals:

(A) To assist the people of interested coun-
tries in meeting the need of those countries
for trained men and women.

(B) To assist in promoting a better under-
standing of Americans on the part of the
peoples served.

(C) To assist in promoting a better under-
standing of other peoples on the part of
Americans.

(5) The Peace Corps has had significant
success in meeting these goals in the coun-
tries in which the Peace Corps operates, and
has already established mechanisms to put
volunteers in place and sustain them abroad.

(6) The Peace Corps currently operates in
very few predominantly Muslim countries.

(7) An increased number of Peace Corps
volunteers in Muslim countries would assist
in promoting peace and understanding be-
tween Americans and Muslims abroad.

(b) STUDY.—The Director of the Peace
Corps shall undertake a study to determine—

(1) the feasibility of increasing the number
of Peace Corps volunteers in countries that
have a majority Muslim population;

(2) the manner in which the Peace Corps
may target the recruitment of Peace Corps
volunteers from among United States citi-
zens who have an interest in those countries
or who speak Arabic;

(3) appropriate mechanisms to ensure the
safety of Peace Corps volunteers in countries
that have a majority Muslim population; and

(4) the estimated increase in funding that
will be necessary for the Peace Corps to im-
plement any recommendation resulting from
the study of the matters described in para-
graphs (1) through (3).

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Direc-
tor of the Peace Corps shall submit to the
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port containing the findings of the study
conducted under subsection (b).

(d) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—In this section, the term
‘‘appropriate congressional committees’’
means the Committee on Foreign Relations
of the Senate and the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

SA 1954. Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. DURBIN)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 2506 making appropriations for
foreign operations, export financing,
and related programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes; as follows:

On page 230, line 6, after ‘‘grams’’ insert
the following: ‘‘, and to oppose the approval
or endorsement of such user fees or service
charges in connection with any structural
adjustment scheme or debt relief action, in-
cluding any Poverty Reduction Strategy
Paper’’.

SA 1955. Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr.
HELMS (for himself and Mr. MCCON-
NELL)) proposed an amendment to the

bill H.R. 2506, making appropriations
for foreign operations, export financ-
ing, and related programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

RESTRICTION ON FUNDING FOR CAMBODIAN
GENOCIDE TRIBUNAL

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used to provide equipment, technical sup-
port, consulting services, or any other form
of assistance to any tribunal established by
the Government of Cambodia pursuant to a
Memorandum of Understanding with the
United Nations unless the President deter-
mines and certifies to Congress that—

the tribunal is capable of delivering justice
for crimes against humanity and genocide in
an impartial and credible manner.

SA 1956. Mr. LEAHY (for himself and
Mr. MCCONNELL) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 2506, making ap-
propriations for foreign operations, ex-
port financing and related programs for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes, as follows:
SEC. . EXCESS DEFENSE ARTICLES FOR CEN-

TRAL AND SOUTHERN EUROPEAN
COUNTRIES AND CERTAIN OTHER
COUNTRIES.

Notwithstanding section 516(e) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2321j(e)), during each of the fiscal years 2002
and 2003, funds available to the Department
of Defense may be expended for crating,
packing, handling, and transportation of ex-
cess defense articles transferred under the
authority of section 516 of such Act to Alba-
nia, Bulgaria, Croatia, Estonia, Former
Yugoslavia Republic of Macedonia, Georgia,
India, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lith-
uania, Moldova, Mongolia, Pakistan, Roma-
nia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Tajikistan,
Turkmenistan, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan:
Provided, That section 105 of Public Law 104–
164 is amended by striking ‘‘2000 and 2001’’
and inserting ‘‘2002 and 2003’’.

SA 1957. Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. BYRD)
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 2506, making appropriations for
foreign operations, export financing,
and related programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert:
SEC. 417. MACHINE READABLE PASSPORTS.

(a) AUDITS.—The Secretary of State shall—
(1) perform annual audits of the implemen-

tation of section 217(c)(2)(B) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1187(c)(2)(B));

(2) check for the implementation of pre-
cautionary measures to prevent the counter-
feiting and theft of passports; and

(3) ascertain that countries designated
under the visa waiver program have estab-
lished a program to develop tamper-resistant
passports.

(b) PERIODIC REPORTS.—Beginning one year
after the date of enactment of this Act, and
every year thereafter, the Secretary of State
shall submit a report to Congress setting
forth the findings of the most recent audit
conducted under subsection (a)(1).

(c) ADVANCING DEADLINE FOR SATISFACTION
OF REQUIREMENT.—Section 217(a)(3) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1187(a)(3)) is amended by striking ‘‘2007’’ and
inserting ‘‘2003’’.

(d) WAIVER.—Section 217(a)(3) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1187(a)(3)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘On or after’’ and inserting
the following:

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), on or after’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
(B) LIMITED WAIVER AUTHORITY.—During

the period beginning October 1, 2003, and end-
ing September 30, 2007, the Secretary of
State may waive the requirement of subpara-
graph (A) with respect to nationals of a pro-
gram country (as designated under sub-
section (c)), if the Secretary of State finds
that the program country—

(i) is making progress toward ensuring
that passports meeting the requirement of
subparagraph (A) are generally available to
its nationals; and

(ii) has taken appropriate measures to pro-
tect against misuse of passports the country
has issued that do not meet the requirement
of subparagraph (A).’’.

SA 1958. Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr.
FRIST (for himself, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr.
HELMS, and Mr. FEINGOLD)) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, mak-
ing appropriations for foreign oper-
ations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

On page 232, between lines 23 and 24, insert
the following:

SUDAN

SEC. 581. (a) FINDINGS REGARDING THE NEED
FOR HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE.—The Senate
makes the following findings:

(1) The war in Sudan has cost more than
2,000,000 lives and has displaced more than
4,000,000 people.

(2) The victims of this 18-year war are not
confined to one ethnic group or religion as
moderate Moslems in eastern and western
Sudan suffer greatly, as do Christians and
animists in southern Sudan.

(3) Humanitarian assistance to the Suda-
nese is a cornerstone of United States for-
eign assistance policy and efforts to end the
war in Sudan.

(4) The United States Government has been
the largest single provider of humanitarian
assistance to the Sudanese people, providing
$1,200,000,000 in humanitarian assistance to
war victims during the past 10 years, includ-
ing $161,400,000 during fiscal year 2000 alone.

(5) Continued strengthening of United
States assistance efforts and international
humanitarian relief operations in Sudan are
essential to bring an end to the war.

(b) FINDINGS REGARDING THE NIF GOVERN-
MENT.—In addition to the findings under sub-
section (a), the Senate makes the following
findings:

(1) The people of the United States will not
abandon the people of Sudan, who have suf-
fered under the National Islamic Front (NIF)
government.

(2) For more than a decade, the NIF gov-
ernment has provided safe haven for well-
known terrorist organizations, including to
Osama bin Laden’s al-Qaeda and the Egyp-
tian Islamic Jihad.

(3) The NIF government has been engaged,
and continues to engage, in gross human
rights violations against the civilian popu-
lation of Sudan, including the enslavement
of women and children, the bombardment of
civilian targets, and the scorched-earth de-
struction of villages in the oil fields of
Sudan.

(c) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—In recognition
of the sustained struggle for self-determina-
tion and dignity by the Sudanese people, as
embodied in the IGAD Declaration of Prin-
ciples, and the statement adopted by the
United States Commission on International
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Religious Freedom on October 2, 2001, it is
the sense of the Senate that—

(1) the National Islamic Front (NIF) gov-
ernment of Sudan should—

(A) establish an internationally supervised
trust fund that will manage and equitably
disburse oil revenues;

(B) remove all bans on relief flights and
provide unfettered access to all affected
areas, including the Nuba Mountains;

(C) end slavery and punish those respon-
sible for this crime against humanity;

(D) end civilian bombing and the destruc-
tion of communities in the oil fields;

(E) honor the universally recognized right
of religious freedom, including freedom from
coercive religious conversions;

(F) seriously engage in an internationally
sanctioned peace process based on the al-
ready adopted Declaration of Principles; and

(G) commit to a viable cease-fire agree-
ment based on a comprehensive settlement
of the political problems; and

(2) the President should continue to pro-
vide generous levels of humanitarian, devel-
opment, and other assistance in war-affected
areas of Sudan, and to refugees in neigh-
boring countries, with an increased emphasis
on moderate Moslem populations who have
been brutalized by the Sudanese government
throughout the 18-year conflict.

SA 1959. Mr. DODD (for himself and
Mrs. HUTCHISON) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 2506, making ap-
propriations for foreign operations, ex-
port financing, and related programs
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2002, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill add the
following new section:

Sec. . During fiscal year 2002 funds in this
Act that would otherwise be withheld from
obligation or expenditure under Section 490
with respect to countries in the Western
Hemisphere may be obligated or expended
provided that—

(a) Not later than November 30 of 2001 the
President has submitted to the appropriate
congressional committees a report identi-
fying each country in the Western Hemi-
sphere determined by the President to be a
major drug-transit country or major illicit
drug producing country.

(b) In each report under subsection (a), the
President shall also—

(1) designate each country, if any, identi-
fied in such report that has failed demon-
strably, during the previous 12 months, to
make substantial efforts—

(A) to adhere to its obligations under
international counter narcotics agreements;
and

(B) to take the counter narcotics measures
set forth in section 489(a)(1); and

(2) include a justification for each country
so designated.

(c) LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE FOR DES-
IGNATED COUNTRIES.—In the case of a country
identified in a report for a fiscal year 2002
under subsection (a) that is also designated
under subsection (b) in the report, United
States assistance may be provided under this
act to such country in fiscal year 2002 only if
the President determines and reports to the
appropriate congressional committees that—

(1) provision of such assistance to the
country in such fiscal year is vital to the na-
tional interests of the United States; or

(2) commencing at any time after Novem-
ber 30, 2001, the country has made substan-
tial efforts—

(A) to adhere to its obligations under
international counternarcotics agreements;
and

(B) to take the counternarcotics measures
set forth in section 489(a)(1).

(d) INTERNATIONAL COUNTERNARCOTICS
AGREEMENT DEFINED.—In this section, the
term ‘‘international counternarcotics agree-
ment’’ means—

(1) the United Nations Convention Against
Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psycho-
tropic Substances; or

(2) any bilateral or multilateral agreement
in force between the United States and an-
other country or countries that addresses
issues relating to the control of illicit drugs,
such as—

(A) the production, distribution, and inter-
diction of illicit drugs,

(B) demand reduction,
(C) the activities of criminal organiza-

tions,
(D) international legal cooperation among

courts, prosecutors, and law enforcement
agencies (including the exchange of informa-
tion and evidence),

(E) the extradition of nationals and indi-
viduals involved in drug-related criminal ac-
tivity,

(F) the temporary transfer for prosecution
of nationals and individuals involved in
drug-related criminal activity,

(G) border security,
(H) money laundering,
(I) illicit firearms trafficking,
(J) corruption,
(K) control of precursor chemicals,
(L) asset forfeiture, and
(M) related training and technical assist-

ance; and includes, where appropriate, time-
tables and objective and measurable stand-
ards to assess the progress made by partici-
pating countries with respect to such issues;
and

(e) Section 490 (b)–(e) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291j) shall not
apply during FY 2002 with respect to any
country in the Western Hemisphere identi-
fied in subsection (a) of this section.

(f) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section supersedes or modifies the re-
quirement in section 489(a) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (with respect to the
International Control Strategy Report) for
the transmittal of a report not later than
March 1 of 2002 under that section.

(g) SENSE OF CONGRESS ON ENHANCED
INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL.—

It is the sense of Congress that—
(1) many governments are extremely con-

cerned by the national security threat posed
by illicit drug production, distribution, and
consumption, and crimes related thereto,
particularly those in the Western Hemi-
sphere;

(2) an enhanced multilateral strategy
should be developed among drug producing,
transit, and consuming nations designed to
improve cooperation with respect to the in-
vestigation and prosecution of drug related
crimes, and to make available information
on effective drug education and drug treat-
ment;

(3) the United States should at the earliest
feasible date convene a conference of rep-
resentatives of major illicit drug producing
countries, major drug transit countries, and
major money laundering countries to present
and review country by country drug reduc-
tion and prevention strategies relevant to
the specific circumstances of each country,
and agree to a program and timetable for im-
plementation of such strategies; and

(4) not later than one year after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the President
should transmit to Congress any legislation
necessary to implement a proposed multilat-
eral strategy to achieve the goals referred to
in paragraph (2), including any amendments
to existing law that may be required to im-
plement that strategy.

SA 1960. Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mrs.
HUTCHISON (for herself and Mr. INOUYE))

proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 2506, making appropriations for
foreign operations, export financing,
and related programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes; as follows:

On page 120, line 3, strike ‘‘$1,455,500,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$1,465,500,000.’’

On page 121, line 6, after ‘‘diseases’’ insert
the following: ‘‘, of which not less than
$65,000,000 should be made available for the
prevention, treatment, and control of, and
research on, tuberculosis’’.

On page 142, line 17, strike ‘‘$567,000,000’’
and insert the lieu thereof: ‘‘$557,000,000’’.

SA 1961. Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. BINGA-
MAN) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 2506, making appropriations
for foreign operations, export financ-
ing, and related programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes; as follows:

On page 142, line 17, strike ‘‘$567,000,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$557,000,000’’.

On page 124, line 17, strike ‘‘$1,235,000,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof; ‘‘$1,245,000,000’’.

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new section:

CENTRAL AMERICA DISASTER RELIEF

SEC. . Of the funds appropriated under the
headings ‘‘International Disaster Assist-
ance’’, ‘‘Development Assistance’’, and ‘‘Eco-
nomic Support Fund’’, not less than
$35,000,000 should be made available for relief
and reconstruction assistance for victims of
earthquakes and drought in El Salvador and
elsewhere in Central America.

SA 1962. Mr. LEAHY (for himself and
Mr. DASCHLE) proposed an amendment
to the bill H.R. 2506, making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 116, line 23, delete ‘‘$753,323,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$727,323,000’’.

On page 145, line 17, delete $326,500,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$318,500,000’’.

On page 157, line 3, strike ‘‘CONTRIBU-
TION’’ and all that follows through the pe-
riod on line 8.

On page 136, line 9, delete ‘‘$800,000,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$795,500,000’’.

On page 128, line 13, delete ‘‘$255,000,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$245,000,000’’.

On page 133, line 13, delete ‘‘$603,000,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$615,000,000’’.

On page 121, line 5, delete ‘‘$175,000,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$185,000,000’’.

On page 121, line 6, after ‘‘diseases’’ insert:
, of which not less than $65,000,000 should be
made available to combat malaria

On page 159, line 13, delete ‘‘$217,000,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$218,000,000’’.

On page 160, line 1, delete ‘‘$39,000,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$40,000,000’’.

On page 120, line 3, delete ‘‘$1,455,500,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$1,500,500,000’’.

On page 120, line 24, delete ‘‘$415,000,000’’
and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$450,000,000’’.

On page 120, line 25, delete ‘‘$40,000,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$90,000,000’’.

SA 1963. Mr. LEAHY (for Ms.
STABENOW) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 2506, making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 232, between lines 23 and 24, insert
the following:
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PROJECTS HONORING VICTIMS OF TERRORIST

ATTACKS

SEC. 581. The National and Community
Service Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12501 et seq.) is
amended by inserting before title V the fol-
lowing:

‘‘TITLE IV—PROJECTS HONORING
VICTIMS OF TERRORIST ATTACKS

‘‘(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘Foundation’ means the Points of Light
Foundation funded under section 301, or an-
other nonprofit private organization, that
enters into an agreement with the Corpora-
tion to carry out this section.

‘‘(b) IDENTIFICATION OF PROJECTS.—
‘‘(1) ESTIMATED NUMBER.—Not later than

December 1, 2001, the Foundation, after ob-
taining the guidance of the heads of appro-
priate Federal agencies, such as the Director
of the Office of Homeland Security and the
Attorney General, shall—

‘‘(A) make an estimate of the number of
victims killed as a result of the terrorist at-
tacks on September 11, 2001 (referred to in
this section as the ‘estimated number’); and

‘‘(B) compile a list that specifies, for each
individual that the Foundation determines
to be such a victim, the name of the victim
and the State in which the victim resided.

‘‘(2) IDENTIFIED PROJECTS.—The Foundation
shall identify approximately the estimated
number of community-based national and
community service projects that meet the
requirements of subsection (d). The Founda-
tion shall name each identified project in
honor of a victim described in subsection
(b)(1)(A), after obtaining the permission of
an appropriate member of the victim’s fam-
ily and the entity carrying out the project.

(c) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—To be eligible to
have a project named under this section, the
entity carrying out the project shall be a po-
litical subdivision of a State, a business, or
a nonprofit organization (which may be a re-
ligious organization, such as a Christian,
Jewish, or Muslim organization).

‘‘(d) PROJECTS.—The Foundation shall
name, under this section, projects—

‘‘(1) that advance the goals of unity, and
improving the quality of life in commu-
nities; and

‘‘(2) that will be planned, or for which im-
plementation will begin, within a reasonable
period after the date of enactment of this
section, as determined by the Foundation.

‘‘(e) WEBSITE AND DATABASE.—The Founda-
tion shall create and maintain websites and
databases, to describe projects named under
this section and serve as appropriate vehicles
for recognizing the projects.’’.

SA 1964. Mr. LEAHY (for Ms.
LANDRIEU) proposed an amendment to
the bill H.R. 2506, making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes; as follows:

On page 125, line 16, before the period at
the end of the line insert the following: ‘‘ :
Provided further, That, of the funds appro-
priated under this heading or under ‘Child
Survival and Health Programs Fund’
$5,000,000 should be made available for activi-
ties in South and Central Asia aimed at re-
integrating ‘child soldiers’ and other war-af-
fected youth’’.

SA 1965. Mr. MCCONNELL proposed
an amendment to the bill H.R. 2506,
making appropriations for foreign op-
erations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

On page 137, line 17 through page 138 line
11, strike all after ‘‘(e)’’ through ‘‘assist-
ance.’’

SA 1966. Mr. MCCONNELL proposed
an amendment to amendment SA 1921
submitted by Mr. BROWNBACK and in-
tended to be proposed to the bill (H.R.
2506) making appropriations for foreign
operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2002, and for other
purposes; as follows:

Strike all after the word sec. and add the
following:

Section 907 of the FREEDOM Support Act
shall not apply to—

(A) activities to support democracy or as-
sistance under Title V of the FREEDOM
Support Act and section 1424 of Public Law
104–201 or nonproliferation assistance;

(B) any assistance provided by the Trade
and Development Agency under section 661
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C. 2421);

(C) any activity carried out by a member
of the United States and Foreign Commer-
cial Services while acting within his or her
official capacity;

(D) any insurance, reinsurance, guarantee
or other assistance provided by the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation under title
IV of Chapter 2 of part I of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2191 et seq.);

(E) any financing provided under the Ex-
port-Import Bank Act of 1945; or

(F) humanitarian assistance.
(2) The President may waive section 907 of

the FREEDOM Support Act if he determines
and certifies to the Committees on Appro-
priations that to do so:

(A) is necessary to support United States
efforts to counter terrorism; or

(B) is necessary to support the operational
readiness of United States Armed Forces or
coalition partners to counter terrorism; or

(C) is important to Azerbaijan’s border se-
curity; and

(D) will not undermine or hamper ongoing
efforts to negotiate a peaceful settlement be-
tween Armenia and Azerbarijan or be used
for offensive purposes against Armenia.

(3) The authority of paragraph (2) may
only be exercised through December 31, 2002.

(4) The President may extend the waiver
authority provided in paragraph (2) on an an-
nual basis on or after December 31, 2002 if he
determines and certifies to the Committees
on Appropriations in accordance with the
provisions of paragraph (2).

(5) The Committees on Appropriations
shall be consulted prior to the provision of
any assistance made available pursuant to
paragraph (2).

(6) Within 60 days of any exercise of the au-
thority under Section (2), the President shall
send a report to the appropriate Congres-
sional committees specifying in detail the
following:

(A) the nature and quantity of all training
and assistance provided to the government of
Azerbaijan pursuant to Section (2);

(B) the status of the military balance be-
tween Azerbaijan and Armenia and the im-
pact of U.S. assistance on that balance; and

(C) the status of negotiations for a peaceful
settlement between Armenia and Azerbaijan
and the impact of U.S. assistance on those
negotiations.

SA 1967. Mr. MCCONNELL (for him-
self and Mr. SARBANES) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 2506, mak-
ing appropriations for foreign oper-
ations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending

September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

On page 152 line 10, after the word ‘‘Appro-
priations’’ and before the period insert the
following: ‘‘: Provided further, That of the
funds appropriated by this paragraph, not
less than $600,000 shall be made available for
assistance for Armenia’’.

On page 153 line 7, after the colon, insert
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the
funds appropriated by this paragraph, not
less than $4,000,000 shall be made available
for assistance for Armenia’’.

SA 1968. Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. SMITH
of Oregon (for himself and Mr. WYDEN))
proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 2506, making appropriations for
foreign operations, export financing,
and related programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . FEDERAL INVESTIGATION ENHANCE-

MENT ACT OF 2001.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be

cited as the ‘‘Federal Investigation Enhance-
ment Act of 2001.’’

(b) UNDERCOVER INVESTIGATIVE PRACTICES
CONDUCTED BY FEDERAL ATTORNEYS.—Sec-
tion 530 B(a) of title 28, United States Code,
is amended by inserting after the first sen-
tence, ‘‘Notwithstanding any provision of
State law, including disciplinary rules, stat-
utes, regulations, constitutional provisions,
or case law, a Government attorney may, for
the purpose of enforcing Federal law, provide
legal advice, authorization, concurrence, di-
rection, or supervision on conducting under-
cover activities, and any attorney employed
as an investigator or other law enforcement
agent by the Department of Justice who is
not authorized to represent the United
States in criminal or civil law enforcement
litigation or to supervise such proceedings
may participate in such activities, even
though such activities may require the use
of deceit or misrepresentation, where such
activities are consistent with Federal law.’’.

f

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN
AFFAIRS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
be authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate on October 24, 2001,
for the purpose of holding a hearing on
terrorism insurance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Foreign Relations be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Wednesday, October 24, 2001, at 10:30
a.m., to hold a nominations hearing.

Agenda
Nominees: Mr. Cameron R. Hume, of

New York, to be Ambassador to the Re-
public of South Africa; Ms. Margaret K.
McMillion, of the District of Columbia,
to be Ambassador to the Republic of
Rwanda; Ms. Wanda L. Nesbitt, of
Pennsylvania, to be Ambassador to the
Republic of Madagascar; and Mr. Rob-
ert V. Royall, of South Carolina, to be
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Ambassador to the United Republic of
Tanzania.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Select
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to hold a closed hearing on intel-
ligence matters on Wednesday, October
24, 2001, at 2:30 p.m., in room S–407 in
the Capitol.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the privilege of the
floor be granted to staff members of
the Foreign Relations Committee,
Lauren Marcott and Robert Hyams.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Madeline
Lohman, an intern in my office, be al-
lowed to be on the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, OCTOBER
25, 2001

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it
stand adjourned until 9:30 a.m. Thurs-
day, October 25, and on Thursday, im-
mediately following the prayer and the
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be
approved to date, the morning hour be
deemed expired, and the time for the
two leaders be reserved for their use
later in the day; that there be a period
for morning business until 10:00 a.m,
with Senators permitted to speak for
up to 10 minutes each, with the fol-

lowing exception: Senator HUTCHISON
from Texas or her designee, 30 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

PROGRAM

Mr. DASCHLE. At 10 a.m. on Thurs-
day, the Senate will begin consider-
ation of the counterterrorism act with
5 hours and 10 minutes of debate.

f

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, if
there are no further requests for morn-
ing business to come before the Senate,
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate stand adjourned under the previous
order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 7:09 p.m, adjourned until Thursday,
October 25, 2001, at 9:30 a.m.
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